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ABSTRACT 

Pour hypotheses concerning the linguistic structure 
of yes*no questions and their answers are considered as hypotheses 
relating to the abstract structure of yes-no questions and to this 
abstract structure in all human languages. The universal base 
hypotheses are the following; (1) The abstract representation of all 
yes-no questions includes two disjunctively connected declarative 
sentences, symbolizable as X or Not-X. (2) The abstract 
representation includes a component paraphrasable as I ASK YOU TO 
TELL ME, (3) For a semantic subclass of yes-no questions, those 
called "biased" ones, the abstract representation includes an 
additional declarative sentence, (a) Answers and questions are in a 
member-to-class relationship with each other. Eighty-five languages 
forra the data base against which these hypotheses are tested. The 
structure of all yes-no questions is shown to be, on some level of 
representation, complex rather than simple. The underlying X or Not-X 
structure is shown to be subordinated to a sentence paraphrasable as 
I ASK YOU TO TELL ME. The underlying structure of tag questions 
differs from that of neutral yes-no questions since it contains an 
additional copy of the suggested answer. Evidence is also found to 
support the fourth hypothesis. (Author/PM) 
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SOME CROSS- LINGUISTIC GENERALIZATIONS 



ABOUT YES-NO QUESTIONS AND THEIR ANSWERS 

Edith A. Moravcsik 

ABSTRACT 

The thesis considers four hypotheses concerning the linguistic 
structure of yes-no questions and their answers- All four of these 
claims hav^e been previously niade by other linguists. The novelty 
of this thesis is that it considers these hypotheses as ones relating 
to the abstract structure of yes-no questions and as ones relating 
to the abstract structure of yes-no questions in all human languages. 

The term "abstract structure" is meant to be in a sense that 
re&ts or the assumption that in order to relate properties of linguistic 
utterances to each other, and thus explain them, utterances inust have 
a representation in the grammar which is different from observable 
groupings of elements. 

The four universal base hypotheses are the following: 

1. The abstract representation of all yes-no qviestions includes 
two disjunctively-connected declarative sentences, symboliz- 
able as X OR NOT-X. 

2. The abstract representation also includes a component 
paraphrasable as I ASK YOU TO TELL ME, 

3. For a semantic subclass of yes-no questions, those called 
''biased" ones, the abstract representation includes an 
additional declarative sentence. 

4. Answers and questions are in a m^^mber -to -class relationship 
witli each othe r . 

The data base against which these hypotheses are tested cumos 
from about 85 languages of the world. Results are the following: 

1. Concerning the tii'st hypothesis, evidence frcn^ the intonation 
of yes-no questions is presented to show that the structure of all yes-no 
questions should be, on some level of representation, complex rather 
than simple* Variovis manifestations of an OR word in some types of 
yes-no question^ are taken to be evidence to the fact that this complex 
structure is disjunctive rather than conjvux:tive . Furthermore, the 
presence of NOT words in yes-no questions, the relationship between 
interrogation, negation and emphasis, and some observations about 
question -answer relationship show that vvdiat is disjointed is an affirma- 
tive sentence ancl its negative counterpart. Rules, however, relating 
such an abstract representation to be surface structure of yes-no 
questions are in need of motivation within I ransformalional theory. 
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2, There is evidence to show that this underlying X OR NOT-X 
structure is subordinated to a sentence pa raphrasable as I ASK YOU 
TO TELL ML. There is also some support for an alternative theory 
of question marking whose distinctive characteristics are that it is 

a discourse -marking theory and it does not assume an underlying OR. 
In this case, theje are reasons to suggest that declarative OR-s 
should have a conditional base which is thus different from that of 
interrogative OR-s* 

3, There is some evidence to show that the underlying structure 
of tag questions differs from the underlying structure of neutral yes- 
no questions in that ^/ contains an additional copy of the suggested 
answer. 

4, Standard answers of various kinds of yes-no questions can 
be shown to be in a meiiibe r -to-clas s relationship with their ques- 
tions with respect to their above -defined underlying structure • 
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L I ntroduction - Purpose, Domain, vScope 

Kl Purpos e. The purpose o£ this study is to test four claims 
concerning the underlying representation of yes-no questions and their 
answers as possible candidates for language universais. 

The first two of the claims that are to be tested here concern the 
structure of all yes-no questions; the third pertains to the structure of 
bir.sed yes-no questions; and the fourth is about the structure of question- 
answer sequences. They are the following: 

1. The abstract representation of all yes-no questions includes two 
disjunctively-connected declarative sentences, symbolizable as X OR 
NOT-X. 

2. The abstract representation also includes a component paraphrasable 
as I ASK YOU TO TELL ME. 

3. For a se^iantic subclass of yes -no questions, those generally 
^ called ' biased" ones, the abstract representation includes an addi- 
tional declarative sentence, 

4. Answers and questions are in a member-to-class relationship. 
The teriTi unde rlying representat ion is meant to be taken in a sense 

that rests on the assut^^ption ;hat in order to relate properties of lingviistic 
Litterances to each other, and thus explain thci^^i, utterances must hav^e a 
representation in the grammar which is different fiom observable groupings 
of eletnents,^ Clainis made about underlying strviclure arc therefore radi- 
cally difiereiit from claims made aVjout linguistic objects m general. How 
does claim 2., for instance, differ from a claim 2. a. which says: 
"Anyone wh.o asks a true qviestion always expects an answer fron^ the 
pers<>n(s) to whom the questum is addressed. "? The two alternali\'e 



This assvmiption has been the cornerstone of t r an sforti^eit venal 
generative theory from the early sixties. The principle itself is the basis 
ot scienJific exi>lanahons iji otlic-r scieiK'es as well (cp. Braithwaite L'^nO. 
22ff; Nagel 19^^0, 2')ii; Hempel 19()t), 70f[). 
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claims differ, first, in the way in >vhich they can be proved or disproved 
and, second, in their significance. Claini 2. a. could be disproved if a 
speaker of a language said he didn't always expect an answer to a ques- 
tion. Claini 2. is inijx3 rvious to this kind of evidence; in fact, no imme- 
diate observation can directly disprove it, unless that observation is 
about some linguistic object which can be shown not to be derivable 
from the proposed underlying structure by the set of rules whose mem- 
bers are the only possible ones in a grammar. Second, claim 2. a, is 
not differentiated from any other true statement that one might want 
tu tnake about questions whereas the fact that 2. is a claim about deep 
structure means that it has been chosen over alternative claims as 
more basic or more significant for the characterization of questions, 

Te sting such abstract linguistic representations involves two 
tilings. First, to adduce semantic, syntactic, and phonological facts 
that appear to be unrelated but which have the common feature of being 
derivable fromi the proposed aVjstract scructures by means of a set of 
independently motivated rules. Second, to see whether there <^ re any 
fdcts that cann(;t be derived from the ^ibs tract representation in this 
ir. a.nner; and in case there are, whether there is some alternative 
theory which would account for these as well as the others. Testing 
an vniderlying structure thus ni^.plies the weighing of tliese proposed 
abstract representations against facts and against alternativ^e theories. 
Accordingly, in this present stinly an attempt will be made to do both. 

Since we will be trying to- justify the four claims as being of 
uni ve r sal validity, the facts that we are goir\g to test them against will be taken 
from more tlian one language . Since similarities among languages constitute 
a slvtky basis for cJaitns aba.it uni\-ers3lUy unles^^ at least two ctlier possible 
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sources of such reseniblatices genetic and areal influence are ruled 

out, our language sample of altogether about 85 languages was drawn 

from Vvirious language families and various parts of the world, as the 

following list shows. The likelihood of the third possible factor to cause 

2 

crosslinguistic agreenient chance is assumed to be reduced to a 

, . 3 

minimum by the size of the sample. 



For some theoretical and methodological considerations of these 
three factors, compare Greenberg 1953. 



Languages iTiore frequently mentioned in the paper are listed here 
in a genetic breakdown: 

AMERIND: Andean-Equatorial : Quechua 
Qto-M angean : Chatino 

EUR ASIATIC: Altaic : Azerbaijani 

Bashkir 

Buriat 

Turkish 
Uralic: Finnish 

Hungarian 
Japanese 
Korean 

SINO-TIBETAN: Mar.darm 
Tibetan 

AUSTRO- ASIATIC: Khasv 

Kurku 
Victnaniese 
P.i^oh 

DRAViniAN: TamU 

Kannada 



A U ST R ON E SI AN - TH AI - K A D A I : Melano Pian : 

IndoTinsian: 
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Thai -Kadai ; 



Rotum an 
Agta 

Atta Negrito 

Ualangao 

Bontoc 

nihai)awon Manobo 

Uongot 

Kalagan 

Kalamian Tagbanwa 
Thai 



Malay 
Sanyi V 
Tagabili 
Tagalog 
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(Footnote 3 continued) 
NEW GUINEA: Enga 
INDOEUROPKAN: Italic: 



Ge rttaanic ; 



Slavic : 



Celtic : 
Baltic ; 



Irani aii: 
Indie : 



Greek 



COXGO-KORDOFANIAN; 



French 

Italian 

Latin 

Spanish 

Dutch 

English 

German 

Gothic 

Bulgarian 

Macedonian 

Polish 

Russian 

Se rbo-C roatian 

Slovenian 

Scottish Gaelic 

Latvian 

Lithuanian 

Pe r sian 

Bengali 

Guia rati 

Panjabi 



-C oui?:o 

^ 



Lwe 

Faute 

Fulani 

Gboya 

Grebo 

Sango 

Swahili 

T e m n c 

Woloi 

Yoruba 



NILO-SAHARAN: 
AFRO-ASIATIC: 



Chari-Nile: Nvibian 



Semitic : 



Ch 



Akkadian 
A!\^ har ic 
Syrian Arabic 
Iraqi Arabic 
Chaha 
Geex 
!larari 
So<\do 
Tigrinya 
E lausa 



Cushilic: 



B vir ji 

Galla 

Konso 

Maji 

Somali 

Welanio 



Jamaicaii Creole 
Basque 
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Almost all of these clahns have been repeatedly made by various 
linguists although they differ widely with respect to the extent to which 
i]vsy have been shown to be empirically powerful and theoretically 
viable, The first proposal concerning disjunctive structure I found 
is in Kretschmer 1912 (also 1938), except that such structure is not claimed 
to underlie yes-no questions but to have preceded^ historically, their 
present form. The proposal as one concerning underlying structure has 
been generally accepted in transformational theory since Katz and Postal 
advanced it in 1964. The claim about the ^'request" component is implicit 
in Katz and PostaPs account (1964, 85) and was subseqviently made explicit 
by Sanders (1967^ 133ff) and by advocates of the theory of performatives. 
How to cope with biased questions has been recognized as a problem in 
transformational theory; the claim that our number 3, refers to is the 
one found in Stockwell 1968, 645 ff» ^ Finally, the characterization of 
qviestion-answer relationship as suggested in 4. has beeii repeatedly 
alluded to by many accounts, linguistic (e • g. Katz and Postal 1964, 114f) 
and philosophical (Katz 1968) and was made explicit by Sanders (i9o7, 
154). 

Although it is implied by all of these accounts that their claims 
holdj hopefully, for more than one language, none of them, except for 
Kretschmer 's paper (1938), bring crosslinguistic evidence to bear on the 
question: all of Ihem base their arguments on ENGLhSH only* It is because 
of this neir rowness. of the empirical basis of previous accounts that novelty 
can be clainu?d and significance can be lioped for for this present study, 

^' ^ ^^'^^^^l ^^ '^ss of dom ai n and clas s. Altliough the choice of the 
general object of investigation is clearly up to the researcher's ijuorest ~- 
so is the fact, for instance, that the subject of this study is deternnned 
primarily by syntactic criteria and thus we do not generally consider 
const riLCtions that can be used ^is questions but which are not synlacticylly 
interrogative, or ways in which questions can be \ised for i)urposes other 
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than enquiry - - some justification of the scope of one's approach is 

felt to be in order. 

In one sense, the problem as to whether a question-answer pair is 

a proper domain of linguistic investigation and whether all yes-no 

4 

qviestions form a nat ural class, is the central problem of this paper^ 
If there are universal generalizations that hold true for such a domain 
and for such a class of coiistructions, this by itself provides justification. 
In other words, meaningful answers to these questions can be given only 
after two things have been shown: that instances of the yes-no-question- 
and-its-answe r construction do exhibit common behavior ) and that there 
are theoretically justifiable ways of representing them as a natural class. 
The point in the course of this paper at which we will be in best position 
to draw relevant conclusions will therefore be the very end. What will 
be given here below by way of intr odviction is only a brief consideration of 
alternative domains and alternative classes and some anticipation of the 
extent to which the domain and class of constructions singled out in this 
study will turn out to be justified. 

\,2A D oma in . The ma^^imal domain of the proposed generalizations 
will be a Iwo-sentence discourse consisting of a question and an answer. 
Two questions may arise. 

a/ V'hy not limit our investigations to the <Jomain of the sentence as has 
been traditionally done? 

b/ Provided that we accept the discourse as a legitimate domain, why 
rcunain within the bounds of two- sentence cliscour^es? Specifically, why 
not consider muItiseiUential (jviestion-answc r pairs (i.e. where the ques- 
liiHi and /or the answer consist r» of more Xhnji one senlencc)^ and sequences 
of question-answer pairs or of declarative sentences and question-answer 
pairs ? 

On the notion ''natural class" in lingui ?itic s, see Halle 1902 and 
O ;y 1968. 
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There is a three-fold answer lo the first jioiiU. First* we step 
beyoiul the sentence since it seems that there are observable lirnits to 
the set of sentences thai can serve as proper answers to a question and 
that this relationship between yes-no questions and their answers can 
be characte ri^^ed ; and, moreover, to descrilDe propei^ties of question-answer se- 
quences, the same theoretical tools are needed as for sentence^-liiiguistics r such as, 
for example, the genus-before -specie s ordering rule (Sanders 1967, 154), 

Second, it appears that if we do not aim at characterizing question- 
answer relationships lo start with, but want to explain properties of 
questions by themselves ajid of answer s by themselves as individual sen- 
tences, there will be some properties for which no proper explanation 
is found but which can be accounted for if we cotisider these sentences in 
the context of their respective questions or answers. Such propenies 
are tags, for questions, and emphasis^ in answers. 

Third, the domain of discourse as a natural one for grammars is 
independently motivated; i.e. even if question-answer pairs did nol exist, 
it would turn out to be the proper domain (cp. Sanders 1967 and Sanders 1909). 

As for considering n^ore-than-bisentential interrogative discourses, 
the following remarks can be offered. That in this paper we will not 
consider multi sentential questions and mullisentential answers is an arbi- 
trary restriction on \]\q scope of this present investigation. Allhough such 
dialogues do have their own problenis {Cp. e.g* Did you turn off the radio 
and tur n off the light and lock t he door? -'Yes ajid no and yes ( re sp ec t i \^ei v) , ) . 
it seems that the 77ahire of such dialogues is n^ot basically different from 
hi -sentential q\ie st i on - answ^er pairs, That sequences of declarative sentences 
and question-answer pairs will not be invcsligaJed is seen as an equally 
a r bit rary and more significant limitation, sii^ce the rules v/hirli deln^iil 
' granimalical" sequen.ces from "ungrammaticar^ ones will be different 
in natvire frovri \l\e ones ^]^at wo will discuss for relatii^g qr.estu>iiS to llieir 
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proper ai-iswcrs if they arc statable at alK 

1.2.2 Class of const ructions investigate d. Provided that one's 
natural interest lies in yes-no questions and their answers, the question 
is whether these constructions by themselves form a class which is suf- 
ficiently inclusive^ on the one h^^nd, and not too inclusive, on the other, 
from the point of viesv of stating generalizations. Three alternative classes 
otter themselves, a/ and b/ including yes--no question-answer pairs and 
c/ breaking down the class: 

a/ any sentence-and -response pairs; i»e. declarative sentences related 
in this manner, greetings and their answers, imperatives and their answers, 
wh questions and their answers anrl yes-no questions and their answers all 
taken together 

hi an/ qvie stion-and -answer pair; i.e. both wh questions and yes-no qvies- 
tiuns and their answers 

c/ some subclass of ye s -no-que stion^-ans^^^e r pairs. 

As for a/^ it is true that considering any bisentential discourse where the 
second sentence is an answer, there are always some answers that are 
fcdt to be improper, as comi>areci with the adequacy of some oihei^s, 'i'iie 
tiature of the lin'iit^ilions, however, varies. Considermg greetings, im- 
peratives and quest ions^ Ihey turn out to differ altogether on three couiits 
with respect to their answers, Firiit, in the exteiU to which answ<^rs are 
expected at all. Second, in the extent to which non-verbal answers are sub- 
stitutable for verbal one^i. Third, in the nature of the relationship between 
stunulus sentence and answer* Answers are most expected for greeting;* {although 
thure aro cultural variations here), less to questions and least to imperatives. 
The order of t}iese three constructions is the same il we consider the 



For a ])e ssirn i stic \ ir\v, f.di !5ever Hind I^oss, n^) date. Lai^^ has 
I oUected inlerestii^g flaia on (jue.st jou- arjswcr sequences as well as on 
question- se ries in Faiga (1970, 4i{). 
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increasing substitntabilily of non-verbal answers for verbal ones. As 
for the relationsliip of the answer to the stimulus sentence, the first dis- 
tinction to be made is between answers to greetings as opposed to other 
answers, since within type-limitations, the set of possible responses to 
greetings is usually restricted to a few tokens. ^ The second distinction 
to be made is between answers to questions versus the other two types, 
since the principle of meniber-to-class relationship which acc ovmts for 
the majority of appropriate answers to questions is of much less use In 
accounting for other answers. In particular, while responses to greetings 
may bear member-to-class relationship to the stimulus Siintence, the 
proper set of greeting answers can be governed by other p^^inciples and 
as far as imperatives are concerned, the principle of member-to-class 
relationship does not appear to figure at all. To illustrate these points, 
compare What do you want ? A bucketful of coal. , where the answer is 
a n^ember of the set of possibilities raised in the question, with mar^aba. 
mar]iabten 'Hello! Two hellosi \ an Arabic greeting formula, where the 
rcjsponse is again a member of class mentioned in the stimulus sentence 
(Ferguson 19fci7). On the other hand, some responses to greetings are a 
completion of the sentence (e. g, God be praised ! Forev er, a men. ) , or 
reciprocations (c.g. How are you ? How are y oii? ) , rather than in a 
member-to-class relationship; and an answer to an imperativ^o such as 
Go! I won't^ eavnot be interpreted as a mcniber cf tine class mentioned 
in the imperative, either. In view of these differences bctv/een grcolings, 
imperatives and questions with respect to thcur relationship to theii' 
answers, the decision not to treat all of them together seems justified. In 
addition, these three constructions themselves arc of course very different 
in other respects as v/ell; although notice should bo taken of the sii^iilarily 
between imperative and interrogative const ructionsJ:)oth semantic and 

It should be pointed out, however, that the token -rest rictions on 
what responses are proper to what greetings have to do, b(jsidt; grammar, 
with cultural conventions. 
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structural (cp. the optional presence of advorbs such as ''please^' aiul 

the occurrence of tags in both constructions), 

Now lei us consider b/. The decision to treat yes-no questions as 

separate from wh questions is more arbitrary than dividing questions 

froiii imperatives and greetings* It will be claimed that the relationship 

that holds between answers and yes-no questions also holds between answers 

7 

and wh questions. Furthern^ore, these two classes of questions themselves 
also share semantic and structural properties (such as question particles) 
and there have been proposals concerning their abstract structures as well 
to look sitnilar (cp. Langacker 1969 , chapter UL ) 

We \y\\\ next consider c/. There are various possible subclasses of 
yes-no questions that could be talked about by themselves. First (1). 
grammars often distinguish between yes-no questions and alternative 
questions such as Did he read it? as opposed to D id he read it or not? 
Arguing that these two questions mean the same, we could establish another 
split among yes-no questions (2): those that imply a pos itive -negative pair 
of alternativ^es and those that iir.ply two alternatives that appear to agree 
in affiri^iation value, svich as Did he consult you or did he forget ? In the 



For an early differentiation of these two types of questions, sec 
Aristotle's De Inter pretatione and Topics. In both places, iunary choice 
questions* called ''dialectical questions" ( trporcvffts (SicvXeKTiKT] ).arc cHs- 
dmguished fron^ wh questions by the speaker having made cert an more six-cific 
assumptions ab)ut the answer, De Interpretatione 20h V}\ (in contrast v^th a 
question like "What is man?'\ in a dialectical question) ''The questioner 
must spedt'y further a^cid ask whetlv?r man is this or not this/' AckrilPs trans- 
lation, CXfbrd 19f;3)( ftel rhy kpwruvrof 7rpocr(5topicrcvt noref)OU ro^e i^S^^^^^ 

Si 9^ 7ovro } . Topics 158a I S: (a question like ^'What is Good? 
is not dialectical) ''unless one says it having made certain distinctioiiS 
and choices e.g. ^'Is Good this or that?" " ( i^}^.li)]..XlVJPS^3M^P.L!I^^Q^ 
6teAofi€Vos- €t7Tr} cH.ov apo! ye to gya Oov ^^^^^ A^^^ili"^^ ^ * 

For various other logical and philosophical paraphrases of (lie fianie duitinc- 
t \ oil , see P ri o 1' a t i d 1^ r i « > r 5 . Fc> r general 1 1 1 c r ;^ 1 n r c o n q' : s ' \ o \^ s b y 
philosophers, see e, g, [lamldin 19^H, Leonard filemmaan 
Harrah 19>9. 19'>3. Kat^ 19o8, Tuesrir 19nH, 
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latter case, it is possible for the question to raise more than two 
alternatives ( Did he consult you or did he forget or d'ldn^t he n eed advice 
anyTnore? ), so we covdd talk about binary and multiple-choice questions. 
Multiple-choice questions would then be semantically halfway between 
wh and yes-^no questions^ resembling the former in offering multiple 
choice and resembling the latter in that the choices are a limited class. 
Whereas for (1) there may be at least surface justification alternative 
and yes -no questions indeed are different structurally --it would be hard 
to justify {2): in no language have there beer found corresponding structural 
differences (e.g. in the shape of OR) and there are obvious paraphrase 
relationships as well (cp. Did yo u see Peter or (not Peter but) John ?). 
Thirdly (3), we could treat only "neutral'^ or only "biased'^ questions by 
themselves (such as Is he crazy ? vs. He is c razy, isn^ t h e ? ) Since here 
both some semantic and some structural reasons support the classification, 
we will indeed have to consider this dichotomy in making claii"iis about under- 
lying structure; but there are still enough shared properties tO'justify these 
two classes as subclasses of one type only. 

What is suggested, therefore, as the conclusion of this preliminary 
discussion, is that yes-no questions and their answers are a proper domain 
of linguistic analysis and that they consitute a natural class of constructions. 
With respect to domain, the decision not to treat ques:ions and answers 
separately and not to treat question-answer sequences is judged to be 
justified in that we would have to give up sonie generalizations and worry 
about new problems, respectively. Not dealing with multisentential ques- 
tions and multisentential answers, however, is by arbitrary choice only. 
With respect to class, wh question and yes -no q\iestions togetlicr aj^pear 
to be possible natural classes larger tha]i just yes -no questions by tliem- 
selx'es; and netitral versus biased questions are suggested as being legitimate , 
subclasses of yes-no ciuestions. 
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2. T he Alternative 

2- 1 The claim . We are now considering the hypothesis that the abstract 
representation of all binary choice questions includes the following struc- 
ture: X Ot< NOT-X, where X stands for a proposition. This suggestion 
was assumed in Katz and Postal 1964 (100, 128) and was claimed and 
argued for in Sanders 1967 (e, g, 134f), Stockwell et al, 1968 (esp. 633- 
o35 and l>42-644) and Langacker 1970, Prior to them, as early as in 
1912, Paul Kretschmer argued that the disjunctive sentence was the most 
ancient type of yes-no question and almost all other yes-no question con- 
structions were derived from it {cp. Kretschmer 1912, 1938). 

What the claim implies is that a structure paraphrasable as John 
is a Swede or John is not a Swede, is taken to be part of the structure of 
such questions as 

Is John a Swede or isn't John a Sw^ede? 

Is John a Swede or isn't he? 

Is John a Swede or not? 

John is a Swede , isn't he? 

J ohn I S not a Swede; o r is he? 

Is John a Swede ? 

IsnH John a Swede? 

js John a Sw^ede? 

Observations that we consider as evidential fall into three classes. 
Some facts seem to indicate merely that the vinderlying structure of yes- 
no questions must be a co mplex one: coordinative or subordinative. 
Others limit the notion ^"complex undei lying structure "by indicating that 
this structure is coordinative, aric], in particular, disjunctive. Again 
others specify that the disjoined sentences are an affi rn'iative and a negative 
uiie. 

^ We will use capital letters {e.g. NOT)for representing underlying 
structivres arid w^e vfill underline words (e . g, not) tluit are "actual^bits ofsixxch. 
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Facts that niorely indicate that the structure of yes -no questions, 
on some level of abstractions, is that of a non- simple sentence come 
from yes-no question intonation (2.2.)' Questions with the surface 
structures x or not-x , x or not , and x or , in all of which there Is an 
overt or, belong to the second class in that they point at disjunctive 
structure {2. 3.)' Finally, surface types overtly containing a negator 
such as X not x and x no t {in addition to the above-mentioned x or not-x , 
and X or not ), some shared properties of questioned, negated, and 
emphasized constituents, some facts about question-answer relationships 
and about the meaning of yes-no questions (2.4,) all converge to itKlicate 
that it is an affirmative and a negative sentence that are disjoined. 

2, 2 Evidence for complex structure: intonation . Grammars of many 
languages report the following facts about intonation: 

2 

1. (Non-alternative) yes-no questions have a rising pattern. 

3 

2. Alternative questions have rising-falling intonation . 

3. Alternative statements also have a rising-falling pattern. 
What is interesting about these empirical observations? Their 

interest as the interest of any lingviistic fact -- couid lie in their bearing 
on sofne known r elationshipi whether conlHrmingly or disconfi rmLngly, 
or in their pointing to some new relationship. The three observations 



Vox a cross -linguistic investigation involving more than one-lumdred 
languages and niaking this observation as universally valid, see I^ermann 
1942, Con'ii^are also Ultan^s cross -linguistic study (1.969) where only a few 
exceptions are noted such as CHITIMACHA, FANTl and GREBO, languages 
that do not have rising intonation in yes-no questions even as em alternative 
to some other pattern. TWl, a third Kwa language is also an exception 
(Victoria Fromkin, p.c); also WOI.OF (Stewart and Babou 1956, IV. -9.), 
which belongs to the larger group of Niger-Congo languages to which the 
KwM group also does, 

^ F>g, AZHIU^AIJANI (Householdeir aiul Lolfi 1965, 208). 



ERIC 



above are interesting since they disconnect members of a natural class — 
alternative and non-alternative yes-no questions (since they do not agree 
in their intonation pattern)— and they relate alternative questions and 
alternative statements (in that they have the same intonation pattern) 
which, one might think, belong to different classes. An explanatioii of 
why intonation patterns should be distributed this way yields itself if we 
complement these facts with two assumptions: that alternative questions 
have an alternative statement in their deep structure and that non-alterna- 
tive yes -no q\icstions are derived from the same deep structure and the 
ditYerence between them and Iho alternative type is that in simple yes-no 
questions the second alternative is deleted. Putting facts and assumptions 
iugether, the following coherent picture reveals itself about intor^ation: 
there is no such thing as a specific yes-no question intonation, in the sense 
of its being different from any other intonation pattern; the intonation of 

yes -no questions is predictable from the intonation of the alternative slate- 

4 

men! that their deep structure contains: they are identical patterns . 

It is becavise this best available explanation of intonation in yes-no 
questions rests on the assum])tion that there is an underlying disjunction 
to all such questions, thai intonation counts as a piece of confirming 
evidence for our posited X OR NOT-X strvicture. 



This observation concerning the relationship between the intonation 
of yes-no questions and disjunctive statements was tnade by H,0, Coleman 
m 1914 (Intonation and emphasis. In: Miscellanea Phonetica, p, 22, as 
quoted in Bolinger 1957, 7S)- In 1912 (p, 518) and later in 1938 (27-35), 
Paul Kretsclijiicr n^ade this observation the cornerstone of his argumeiil 
lo the effect that yes-no questions are historically derived from disjunctive 
sentences. Hermann (1942) rejected this idea niainjy because he claimed 
disjunctive constructions were '^young^', whereas yes-no questions are 
ancient. Whereas Coleman simply made the observatiout and Kretschmcr 
used it to support an arf;\nncnt about historical derivation, I.angacker 
{]9o9, ch, II; anil r>70), just as this present stu^ly, v^scs it for corrobora- 
ting evidcfice for the logical derivation of yes-no questions from a disjunc- 
tive construction, 
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Although it is clear that if we assume a disjunctive uiKierlying 
structure for yes -no questions, we can explain their intonation pattern, 
it should be recognized that for the sole purpose of explaining intonation 
a less restrictive hypothesis would do just as well. Such a less specific 
hypothesis would be: '^The underlying structure of yes-no questions is 
some non-simple sentence.^' This is because not only disjunctively co - 
ordinated sentences have rising-falling intonation but also other coor- 
dinative types, such as conjoined structures and, in fact, subordinative 
constrvictions as well. In other words, in order to explain rising intona- 
tion in yes-no questions, we only have to assume that yes-no questions 
are represented in the deep structure as sentences inckided as first member 
in another sentence. We therefore need other evidence to specify exactly 
what kind of complex sentence structure is to be assumed. 

^ £^^'i^^^^^^ fQ^ disjunction . 

2.3»1 X or nQt(-x) . Searching for evidence to show that the underlying 
structure of yes-no questions is, of all non-simple types» a disjunctive 
one* we find three surface types which all share the property of containing 
an overt disjunctive connective: x or not -x , x or not , and x or. In this 
section we will consider the first two. 

Alternative questions of an x or nol( -x) surface structure have been 
found described by grammars of z\ nv\mber of languages as one possible 
way of formulating binary choice questions, although it is a more preftM-rcd 
construction in sorne than in other languages. Tlie exisleixre of nnsconstmc- 
tion may be a univ^crsal. An example of the x or not -x type question is 
ENGA' baa p clya^jc {]^^^^^^^^^^^)^^^^'^^^ y^pj^ " g^^es or he not -goes''. An 
example of x or i:iot is FINNISH: mcnetktj , iai et 'Are you going, or not? ' 
{Russell Ultan, p.c.)? 

Othiir e\;in^{)li^s for x or nol('-x) arc the fr)llowing; 
ARABIC (SYRIAN): bt^/>ji walla la"^ ^^Are you coming or not ? ' (Cowell 

53 r.) 
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Beside the fact that these questions contain an affirmative part, 
a disjunctive connective, and the negative version of the affirmative part, 
three additional shared char^icleristics can be noted: these sentences 
can all be pronounced with an intonation pattern such that the resulting 
question is void of any expressed expectation on the side of the speaker 
concerning which alternative might be right; the order of the two parts 
is affirmative followed by negative (or else, the question ceases to be 
neutral); and their answers must consist of more than a single affirmator 
such as ^yes- or 'no' (unless disjiaiction is meant in a "non-focused" sense 
such as Ifave you seen Jim or Mary ? (meaning ^either one of them, doesn't 
matter which') to which eithfir Yes, or No, would be a proper answer). 

The observed ordering can be explained, as Sanders suggested, by 
a genus*before-species rule (Sanders 1967, 155)* The rule is to predict 
the ordering of two coordinate structures if one of them is wholly included 
in the other but the other is not wholly included in the first ~~ i.e. one is 
genus to the other one, tl.3 species. The order predicted by the rule is 
for the species to follow the genus. As evidence for the rule, Sanders 
cites, besides question- answer sequences and interrogative - response 
sequences, such constructions as appositives ( A cat, that cat on the n^at , 
is mine , but not " That cat on mat^ a catj is mine> ), other -iterations 
( I saw one bird and another bird and another other bird, but not -■• I saw 
another bird and o n e bird and anothe r other bird. ), numerals ( I saw owe 

(Footnote 5 continued) 

BENGALI: o|a de khte parcn ki na 'Can y^ou see it or not? ^ (Dabbs 19^0^ 

sub whether or not) 
BUl^IAT: axa jereegy ali ygiigy 'Has the elder brother come or not? ' 

(Po^e"'l9oO. S2) 

MANDARIN: n \ dK o tush Oguan qu haishi bu cpg 'Are you going to the library, 

or not? ' (Elliot 19^jS, 51) 
PERSIAN: in nae/.dikia raestu rani haest ya nae 'Is there a restavirant in 
this vicmily, or not'^ ^ (OboUmskyet.il. l^o3, 4. 13S) 
■ RUSSIAN: jest^ iTi n'et Us there or isn't there? ^ 
THAI: n ai chit yoo teenee reu plow 'Dues Nai Chit live here, or not? ^ 

^ (Camj)bell and Shawee vonqse 19^7, 81) 
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two three four five birds, but act -' -I saw two one three four five birds. ), 
prosodic versus morphemic connectives ( Napoleon, Caesar, and Darius 
ran, but not Napoleon and Caesar, Darius ran, ), cases of stylistically 
preferred ordering ( men and women as opposed women and men ) and even 
svich subordinate constructions as someone good but not - '-good som eone 
(153-150). 

There is also another class of questions which exhibit surface 
realizations of disjunction and negation but for which none of these 
criteria hold. These are what one might call ''afterthought questions" 
such cis You have never met her. . , or have y ou? These are non-neutral, 
the order of the affirmative and negative elements is not predictable by 
the genus -before - species rvile and they are answerable by a single affirm- 
ator. 

Both neutral ztnd afterthought questions of this kind vary c rosslinguis - 
tically, on the other hand, depending on what part of the underlying structure 
does not have to be expressed superficially — i.e. according to one concept 
of grammar, by the rules of deletion that may operate on them. Conditions 
of deletability have not been observed in many languages for the purposes 
of this study; for sonie remarks on ENGLISH and MANDARIN, see Elliot 
19o5, 86ff, 92 and Wang 1965» 460-464; for ENGA see l.ang 1970, 55-56, 
63-65. 

2.3.2 X or . Nextj que stion forms will be presented which contain the 
connective ^or' and, in addition, only one of the two alternatives. An 
example is provided by POLISH. Czy is a disjunctive connective e* g. 
cz y d/as czy jutro 'today or tomorrow' (as part of a statement) (Damerar 
1967, 132-133; for its relationship to a question pronoun (cp. Russian cto), 
see Vandrak 1928, 451 ). On the other hand, c a y is not a coniicctive but 
a question particle in czy to jest pioro 'Is this a })en? ' (cp. to cs( ])ioru 
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'This is a pen. ^) (Schenker 196ij, IS). 



.Other examples are given below. In citing examples we gave a 
^'literal translation'' in addition to the gloss whenever it was easy to obtain 
ore; otherwise, morpheme -by-morphenie analyses arc given only to the 
extent to which they are important to the argument. It should be pointed 
out that we do not covmt questions such as Or weren't you there? where 
the presence ojr is clearly because the question assumes some discourse- 
antecedent with respect to which the possibility raised in the question is an 
alternative (such as You n^ust have met him at the party yesterday. ). This 
use of ^or' is widespread in many languages: it occurs in ARABIC, AZER- 
BAIJANI ( flouseholder and Lotfi 1965 , 101), HEBREW, HUNGARIAN, EWE 
(Westermann 190S, 331, sub ala) and YORUDA (Rowlands 1969. 35ff). An 
example from C HATING : ta no'^ Iko nskeye ti*^ ^Or do you think it is I? ' 
(Pride 1965, 203) (cp. with a sentence where t^ is a disjunctive connective: 
ni ndska ti*^ rantsu ta ndska ti ? tiycta 'What do you want, a ranch, or do 
you want a shop? ' (Pride 19t>5, 168-169)). 

FANTI: anee in simple question: iriko anee 'Are you going (or what)?' 
(cp. inko ^You are going, ') (Weln\ers 1946, 57f) 
anee in disjunction; na oye bibini^ anee (oye) buro-ni' 'Is he an 
African or (is he) a European? ' (Welmers 1946, 70) 
(or cp. ^bayt ^na onki ya: 'Will he do it or will he not do it? ' 
)bay£ ana~ 'Will he do it? / (Balmer and Grant, 1929, 67). For 
further discussion, see Christaller 1875, 90, 94 and Christaller 
1933, 324 sub ana , anaa . ) 
FULANl: koo in simple question: sei nder y iite jah a nnamaaye koo ^Only 
in the fire of hell? ' (Stenn'es 1961, 55) 

koo naa non ^um uinda haa kaha Mariyama 
*Or not so is it written in the book of Mary? ^ {Stennes 1961, 46) 
KOO in disjunction: koo bo ^eejo; koo <jale ejo; koo irin woi 'a red 
man, or a black man, or whatever' (Stennes 1961, 49j cp. also 
19, 44. SO) 

GBEYA: wende in sin^ple question: keey dt m| wende ^Are you afraid?' 

(preceded in context by 'Why arc you going? ') (Samarin 1966, 60) 
wende in disjunction: wa ght wl-re taa wende gan naa wende gan 
m j :>r 3 They kill people three or (-wende gan) fo\ir or five. ^' 
'They kill three or fnur or five people. ' (Samarin 1966, 71) 
Professor San^arin, liowever, does not think that the questioii- 
final wende should be given the gloss 'or^ (personal commvmica- 
tion), 

GRE130: Ive in sLmjjle question: pic ^ di dp ne he 'Did he come, after all? ' 
he in disjunction: j^ju do no he nyema 'Is it Do or Nyema? ' 
^ (Innes 19^' 7. sub l:e ) 
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While X or not*x type questions are perhaps universally available, 
X or type questions, however widely observable, have a much more 
restricted cross-linguistic distribution* Thus, oiie tnight expect languages 



(Footnote 6 continued) 

GUJARATI: ko in sin:i pie question: teo chalT gaya chhe ke 'Have they 
gone away? ^ (Tisdall 1892, 100) 

ke in disjunction: tahmahre cah piwi che ke kOph i 'Do you 
want tea or coffee?' {Cardona 1964, 46) 
HAUSA: ko in simple question: za k^ t^fi, ko ^Will you leave, huh? ' 

{Kraft 1963, I. 168f) ko da wur tn da y-^n fake 'Perhajxs there 
is a place that I may get in (out of the rain)? 'iKraft 1963, IK 129) 
ko in disjunction: z^i zo y^ , kg ba haka ba 'He is coming today, 
or isn't it so? ' (Kraft and Abubakar 19^5 , 164) 
JAPANESE: ka in simple question: ano ie desu ka 'Is it that house? ' 

(cp. ano ie desu 'It is that house. ') (Martin 1954, 46) 
ka in disjunction: a no hito wa Igirisu-jin ka Am erika- jin ka 
desu 'He is either English or American. ^ (Vaccari and 
Vaccari 1942. 231) 
KANNADA: -oo in simple question: ad cako 'Is that a knife? ' (cp. 
ad caku 'That is a knife, ') (Bright 1958, 46) 
- oo in disjunction: soomvaarvoo, mangaLvaarvo, a vr ill 
harbohudn 'Either on Monday or on Tuesday he can come here* ^ 
(Bright et^l. I960, 55, ) 

(Nayak 1967, 106 says that - oo and -aa are allomorphs; -aa 
in simple question: Svnaa 'Is he? ', synonymous with ^ vno o; 
*^P' av(a)n(u) 'he', also Jensen 164: ni ddc mSduttiya 'Are you 
asleep? ' cp, nlnu baruttlyo 'Are you comiiig? '; -aa in dis- 
junction: a vr vidycLrthi gala at hva mestra 'Are they students 
or masters?' (Bright 1958, 45). There also appears to be a 
third variant, -ee ; according to Bright 19^8, 45, ^it is an idio- 
lectic variant of -aa ; Spencer 1914, 34 says -oo and -yv. are 
free variants and -aa is used in the singular and plural second 
person. ) 

LATVIAN: vai in siniple question: vai rna te i^^^aja 'Is mother at Iiome? ' 
(Lazdina 196o, 13) 

vai in disjunction: vai iesim uz te atri vai koncertu 'Are you 
going to the theatre or to the concert?^ (Lazdina 19('< , ?/i^-Z2/'}) 
LITHUANIAN: ar' in simple question: a Y tu buvaT vakar miesic 'Were you 
in the city yesterday? ' (Dambriunas 196o, 79) 
ar in disjunction: paaiskgs . aT as tics^ sakau, ar ne 'it 
will turn out whether I speak truth or not, ' (Senn I^^ihj, L 483) 
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that do have x or type questions to have had a historical period when 
such coustructious had not yet come into existence, but x or nol-x had. 
Historical data have been found only with respect to one language; JAPANESE. 



{Footnote 0 continued) 

The LITHUANIAN and LATVIAN exan\ples do not necessarily seem 
to illustrate the pt>lnt i.e. the identity of a question particle and a 
disjvuictive conneclive, since the sentences with va i , * . vai and ar . , > ar^ 
can be analysed not only as questions not marked by a question marker 
and containing 'either, • .or' but also as double questions each marked 
by question marker vai and ar", with 'or' deleted in between. Since, 
however, vai and ar can also occur in disjunctive declarative sentences, 
this shows that the former interpretation is correct. It is interesting 
to note that although the JAPANESE situation is the same ka connects 
alternative questions, it is a question particle in smiple yes-no qvieslioi-iS , 
^^^^ ^tso occurs as a disjiu^ctive connective in declarative sentences 
Vaccari and Vaccari (1942, 67; compare with 231) claim that ka in the 
disjunctivr question is a qxiestion, rather than a co)inectivc, particic, 

WARGI: nd^ga in simple qv\estion: k^ j ^ash vli ^"^d^g a ^Shall he come 
(or not)?' (Hoffmann 19b3. 98) 

n daga in disjutic tion: Hoffmann (1963, 97) states that it is used 
in disjui^ctive questions to mean 'or', 
SAMOAN: po/ pe in simple question; po'o Paulu se taU'e'au 'Is l^aul a 
pastor?* (Marsack L9^.>2, 61) 

no/pe in ch sjm-jction: sa e a lu i le l^j ^^^^^^lV' 'Did you 

go to the post otficor or not? ' (Marsack 1962t 112) 
{Gerrild Sanders called my attention to the Samoan facts-) 
SANGO: a in sunj:)le question: ton gana m > \t ngunza, m^ 1^ 

n^elan ge na ni wa la "When you eat greens, you eat fish mixed 
with it, or?" 'When you eat greens, do you eat fish mixed v/itl) 
it, or notV' (Samarin 1967, 130) 

v.ala in disjunction: ala bon gb i na climanc he 100 , vvala 200, \va)a 90 
'They meet on Sunday, a hundred, or two hundred, or ninety (in 
number). ' (Samarin 1967, 129) 

In addition, TIBKTAN has. this pattern (Lalou 1950, 36). One may also 
cite the Slavic question particle li in comparison with ihe disjuiK^tion 
Binary choice question fortnation by means of li or I'r attached to the 
constituent queried is non-col 1 ocjuial in RUSSIAT5 and'slcRBO-CROATl AN 
and coHoquial m HULGAPIAN and MACEDONIAN, v/)iercas the particb; is 
obsolete in SI.OVKNIAN. {BuKvell 1969. HI; for BUJ.GARIAN, see also 
BeauUevix 1950, 349ff ; for 5t:RBO-C*llOAT! '\N, see al£;o hidwell 19^«i. 
2nq) On the other lumd. the (Urjruictive connective is i_U in SKR BO-CROATIAN 
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Sanson^ (1928, 270), while noting that x ka y ka type questions also 
existed at that time, cites an examj^le of binary-choice-question-final 
ka frotu the 9^^^ century A,D. What this shows is that both const r\ic tions 
art' sinhlf* ones and that one may have to go hack by more than iwelve- 
hundred years in the history of a language to discover a stage where the 
later x or question construction did not yet exist. 

This far we have seen some evidence to show that the structure of 
yes-no questions, on some level of abstraction, is complex, and, it is, in 
particular, a disjunctive one. Questions of the type x or not-x arid 
X or not may be taken to be evidence for the nature of the two disjoined 
sentences showing that they are an affirmative ar^d a negative one- Is 
there some more evidence to show this? 

2.4 Evidence for the negative conjunct. 

2.4.1 X not i'x) . Additional evidence to show that the second conjunct 
is a negative one comes froiri the surface type x not { -x) . 

An example of such connective -less alternative questions, without 



(f^ootnote o continued) 

(Bidwell 19«o, 243) and in RUSSIAN, which appears to be analysable ^ts 
the conjunction i 'and^ and li , A highly conjectural analogy to this ety- 
mology might be F^ANTI ance . This woxu, as we have seen above, is a 
question particle ^md alsr> a disjunction- Since in FA NT I 'and' is na 
{Welmers 194b, 69) and ^a is a binary choice question suffix (Welmcrs 
]^)4r), 57f), ^]_ce alternating with ana a might deriv^e from prefix a^ I)lus 
conjvniclion na 'and' plus qviestion sviffix -a. Wlirit these etymologies seem 
to suggest is that disjoining is questioned conjoining, i. e. ' 2L.^^^^Lj^^2ir2L? ' 
a questioned contradiction, resolves in " x or not-x ^^ . The vague notion 
that 'or' is somehow the "'natural" connective in questions, as opposed 1o 
'and', the ''natural" connective in statements, is suggested by some other 
tacts as well, to be presented later (cp. Section 3.4.3). 

Although in the majority of cases the 'or^-question particle occurred m 
affirnuative questions (e.g., among 7 HAUSA questions with k-o given by 
Kraft {[. lo9, 223, II. 129ff)r six are affir?iuitive and one negative), no 

staled restriction of this sort has been noticed in any description, excoj:)t 
that Bidwell {l9o9. Bl) says that qviestions containing li ni RUSSIAN are 
usually negative uncs. 
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deleting X, is AMHARIC: yogabal yawatal 'Is he entering or leaving? ' 
(Cohen 193b, 312f). OUiers are given in the footnote.''' THAI and VIP:T- 
NAMFJSE, oh the other hand^ provide examples for x not; 
THAI: koon chorp len tcnnit my 'Do you Hke playing tennis or not? ' 

{Campbell and Shaweevongse 1958, 80) 
VIETNAMESE: ta con guen gi nu'^a kh6ng '1 still -have forget something 

or not? ' (Emeneau 1951, 211) 
In THAI and VIETNAMESE, as tlie examples show, 'not' is a ^'question 
marker'^ in that it is the only morpheme that differentiates an affirmative 
question from an affirmative statement and this is all that it does in 
this context. Other languages where 'not' has such a double function of 
being both a negator arid a yes-no qviestion marker are TAMIL and SOMALI. 
In Tamil, -aa is a yes -no question marker but it is also a negative mar- 
ker of inanimate future verbs, defective verbs and in conditional clauses 
{Srinivasan 1919, 32f). In SOMALI, ma prefixed to a verb xiiakes the 
sentence into a yes-no question; and nia prefixed to a verb which has nega- 
tive inflection makes the declarative sentence into a negative declarative 
8 

one . 



7 

BASHKIR: ^ilj^y^imme ki lj;^n^y_c^]}me 'Shall I come or shall 1 not come? ' 
(Poppe 1%47'79} 

BURIAT: bi gy. ygii gy 'Is there, or isn^t there? ' {Grammat'iku 

Burjatskovo Jazyka 1962, 3 25) 
MANDARIN CHINESE: shir bu shir 'Is it so or is it not so? ' 

(S vade'sh 1948. 12) 
TAMIL: a ran raan-^an-a et k atanan-aa 'Is he Raman or Kanan? ' 
(Age&thialingom 19^)6, 14). 

In additioii, ma is also a variauit of ama 'or' arid also means 'which?', 'wlvit? 
(tj.g, a noun v/ith ma sviffixecl to it means ^which/what {noun)?' and a defi- 
nite article witli n^a suffixed to it means 'wlio? ', 'whom?' (Moreno K^^t, 
ZvSS. Bell 1953, 43. 54ff, 66), For the relationsliip between the disjunctive 
jjcirticle and a negator, see also QUECHUA, where -cu is *or', b\it rnaii i ^ 
V^erbicu^ is the negative form of the verb (IMUs and Vallejo 19^*^ 37, 
I oonardi l^Ujh, hlf , ) 
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In soaio languages, the question marker has no negative function 
in conlcrnporary use but is derived from a negator. One exani]:)le is 
MANDARIN CHINESE; cp. t a hui shuo Zhongguo hua tua "he can s])f:ak 
Chinese language ma " 'Can he speak Chinese? ' ( Elliot 19^5, 91). 
Elliot points out that there is historical evidence to show that ma derives 
from a negative marker wu, later replaced hy bu. Another language where 
the question particle is historically related to a negator is LATIN (-ne ; 
cp, , for instance, Seller I95Z, 86), 

Thus far, the only evidence that we have seen to indicate that the 
second conjunct of yes-no questions is a negative one came from yes-i^o 
questions whose surface structure in fact includes such a negative con- 
junct. But what about questions whose surface structure includes a 
second conjunct which in fact is not a negative one, such as Did he use 
a pencil or a pen? or Are we going or wh at? And what about questions 
whose surface strucl\ire does not include a second conjunct at all such 
as Did he use a pen ? 

As far as yes -no questions with a non- negative second conjuucl are 
concerned, we will not discuss them here but only suggest thai these, too, 
may have a3:i underlying X OR NOT-X included in their structure; Did he 
use a pencil or a pen? wovdd thezi cckmq fron:; an vmderiying structure para- 
phrasablc us Did he use a pencil or did he not use a pencil, but he vised a |>en 

Questions whose second conjunct is a 'wh.at' i.e- they are ot the 
^YP^ X o r w hat or x what seem to be fairly v/idesj)read. In BENGALI . 
ki 'what? ' occurs in tiie following binary choice question types: 'Has he 
taken medic ine , na ki ("or what"} ? ■ (Hudson 19o5. 33). and, without the 
connective, in apn i - ki b ae s to ac hen ^Avo you busy? ' (apni 'you') (Dabbs 
19o3, sub ki ), and in Je ba^^j ^ac :e ki 'Is he going? ^ {synonymous with 
Se ki bay-i jac :e and je baf i ' j'ac :e) (Page 1934, I6f;). According to 
G. f\. Fergusor'i (p.c,)» the question particle ki in the first two sent^ Mcos 
quoted has a different intonation from ki 'what? ^ and is not felt to be iden- 
Ileal ^vith k_i_ 'or', although the historical relation is clear. In ENGLISH, 
there is Are wc going or w hat ? but the deletion of the corneclix'e is not 
possible* The same 'or what' construction is \ised in l^NGA neulrni ques- 
tions (Lang 1970. 45). In GUJARATf, as Tisdell (1892, 100) points iMtt, 
suii 'what? ' IS a binary choice question particle as wet!, placed eitlier 
before or after the question and when sentence -final , it is either preceded 
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For the ckiss oi yes-no qiiestiuiis where there is no second conjunct 
at all, there seems to be other convincing evidence that underlyingly 
there is still an additional negative conjunct. Such evidence comes 
from some observations concerning the relationship between inter- 
rogation, negation ai^d etiiphasis, from the natvire of question-answer 
relationship and from a consideration of the semantics of questions, 

2.4. 2 I nterrogation, negation, emphasis > Although cross-linguistic 
evidence is grossly^ lacking at this point, just by the inspection of a few 
languages a relationship between three processes: negation, interroga- 
tio!i, and emphasis, becon^es conspicuous*^^ In particular, there are a 
iuimber of syntactic rules that apply to negative, interrogative, and 
enjphatic constructions and, some of these, only to those. Such rules are 
of three types; rules that yield some "extra structure" (such as an extra 

(Footnote 9 continued) 

by 'or' or not> Tluis, the following constructions exist: 
s u n I e a ^ 1' 9 c h h e 

te ^Yi'^^ chhe ke sun 

t£ avyo chhe sufi 
wliore ke^ is 'what?' and the whole constructiori is glossed as 'Wliat? has 
hv come? ' or 4Ias he come, or what? \ In HUNGARIAN, vaj^y mi ''or 
what?" occurs, e.g. be teg, Vtigy tni Us he sick, or what? ^ which is a 
mnrginally used unbiasml question. In JAPANFISE, there is a comjjarablc 
'x or how' type construction but it seems to be restricted to dcpejident 
questions; e. g, n^o kita ka do ka wa kari m asen ''he arrwed or, how^ or, 
I (h)n*t know" 'I don't know whether he's arrived or not. ^ (Martin 19^ 2, 
231; compare also Vaccari and Vaccari 1942, 45^). In KANNADA both 
"or what" and '\vhal'' occur with ditferring semantics. Spencer (1914,10b) 
gives the following exanij:>Ics: aranu i ddhano enu 'Is he (hei'c) or not?^ 
a question ''indicating doubt'', where -o is 'or* and e nu is \vhat\ aranu 
ifhJh anc nu 'Is he here? presumably a neutral question, with -o 'or' 
^.ttr>itteda For examples from additional languages, see Kretschmer 193^, 
i H» Whereas binary choice questions with '(or) not' are related lo 
Did he go or did he not go"^ type alte rnati ve questions by deletior., all ^)[ 
ibeso binary-choice c^uestions containing '(or) what' are relatable to 
iln.jn by sentence -prcmon-j inalizal ion, 

Wortli assigns a common table "suprn synlactK:s" to 

th.^ three categories. See also Hctzron 1970, 902ff. 
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proaoun, an auxiliary, or a '^cleft sentence''), rules of ordering^ and 
rules of stressing. We will discuss evidence as to the operation of these 
in negative, emphatic, and interrogative contexts, 
I, '^extra structure^ ^ 

a/ redundant pronouns In HUNGARIAN, the personal pronouns 
may or may not be used with the verb and the possessed noun, unless one 
of three conditions arises, in which case they must be "spelled" and also 
stressed. The three conditions are the following: if the pronouns are 
negated, eniipbasized, or questioned. For instance ( indicates that 
the construction thus marked is ungrammatical in the sense of its gloss, 
or, if it has no gloss, in the sense of the gloss of the previous sentence): 
neutral: a kavem "the coffee-mine" a 




my coffee ' 



latok ^'see-I" 
en latok "I see-T 




negative: nem az eri kavem 'not my coffee 



nem az en kavem 



nem kavem 



nem en latok 'it is not I v;ho sees 



net ::! en latok 
nem latok 



emphatic; kaveni 'my coffee' 



a a en kavem 



a kavejii 



en latok 



'I see 



■•^ on latok 
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interrogativ^e : az en kavcni ' niy coffee? ' 
az cn kaveni 
^ kavcni 

cji latok 'DoJ^see?^ 
''^ latok 
latok 

Such emphatic pronouns must be expressed by an extra element in 
other Uralic- Altaic languages as well, such as in TURKIC languages; 
also in ANCIENT GREEK (cp. Apolloiuus Dyscolus Synt. L, 15 where he 
notes this concerning contrast! ve pronouns), in A,KKADIAN (von Soden 
1952, 40), in BAKI (Eraser 1891, 78), in MAASAI (Tucker and Tompo 1950, 
53), in COPTIC (possessive pronouns; Mallon 1956, 33); and, perhaps, in 
all other languages with pronoun-incorporation. 

b/ auxiliary support In ENGLISH, do-supported (and stressed) verbs 
are used under three conditions: if the verb is negated, or if it is emphasized, 
or if iiis questioned (for relevant transf orniational discussion and literature, 
sec Stockwell et al. 19o8, 620). Conversely, all negated and questioned 
and some (but not all) emphasized verbs^^ must have d£ support, 

c - c lefting In ENGLISH, and also in HUNGARIAN, cleft sentences 
are coirirnon if the extraposed sentence is either emphatic, or negative, 
or a question, such as It is the co lor that 1 hate, , It i sn 't the color tlia I 
I hate, and Is it the color that you hate? . Eangackcr identifies the 
FRENCH question forms est-ce que and qu^est -cc que with invertiioris 
of cleft setUences (I.angacker 19^j5, 587-t)00). CLeftbig in TEMNl] appciai's to 1x3 
obligatory in emphatic senteiices and in wh questions and optional in ytrs- 
::iO questions and negative sentences (Hutchinson 19o9. 5^-71). 
Z. ordering In HUNCIARIAN, if a constituent immediately precedes tl\e 
main vurb of tlie scritcnce and it is stressed, it mvist either be a negaliid 

Those tbat Household<»r calls Y_e s -ernphasized verbs arc the ones 
that have do- support. 
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constitucntj or an emphatic one, or a questioned one. Conversely, all 
questioned and negated (but not all emphasized) constituents must be 
stressed and must immediately precede the main verbs, : 
question: Maryt szereti Jiiu 'Does Jim love Mary? ^ 
Maryt szereti Jim 
Jim szereti Maryt 
negation; nem Mar yt szereti Jim 'Jim doesnH love Mary. ' 
^^^^^ Maryt szereti Jim 
Jim szereti nem Maryt 
emphasis: Maryt szereti Jim 'Jim loves Mary. ' 
Maryt szereti Jim 
? Jim s^sereti Maryt 
Also, there is a cross-linguistic tendency for negated^ questioned, 
and emphasized elements to occur early in the sentence. In some languages, 
even if they are siiffixing (e, g» ENGA)^ the negative affix is a prefix, Bellugi 
and K.ima (1964) note that not tends to appear sentence -initially in childreii^s 
ENGLISH. Relevant is also f3aker's observation (1970) according to which 
wh question movement is always to the left. 

3. stressing As it was mentioned above, all negated, emphasized, and 
questioned constituents must be stressed in HUNGARIAN and in ENGIvISM, 
Ibanez (1970) points out that, in GERMAN, stress n^arks negative and em- 
phatic constructions. 

Beside the existence of such rules that provide "extra structure", 
the same order, and stress for negated, emphasized and queslionec^ de- 
ments^ it should glso \:)e pointed out that the set of syntactic c ons 1 1 1 1 loi'.t .s 
that are within the dot-^iain of these rules and the number of applicat ol 
the rules are also sce;r. to be the satne for negative, interrogative, and 
emphatic contexts. 
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^1 distribution over granit : iatical categories Any constituent, 
and only those, that can be negated can also be emphasized and queried, 
and vice versa. Althougli this observation is only trivially true for those 
very few languages considered from this point of view, since in these all 
constituenlii seeni to undergo any of these processes, it may becotiie an 
empirically testable claim if la^iguages are found, where only some caistitiieiits 
cannot vmdergo some or all of these processes. 

b/ distribution within the sentence There is clearly some limitation 
on how many constituents in a sentence can be negated, queried (and, may- 
be, emphasized) at the same time. In particular, it seems that usually 
one constituent only has undergone one of these processes in a superficially 
simple sentence. Compare the following GERMAN examples: 

negation: Nicht e£ ist ins Tlieater gegangen. 'It wasn't he who went 
to the theater. ' 

Er ist nicht ms Theater gegangen. ^It wasn't the theater 
that he went to. ' 

Nicht er ist nicht ins Theater gegangen. 
Nicht er ist gegangen und nicht ins Theater , 
he who went and not to the theater. ^ 
question: Ist e£^ ins Theater gegangen? 'Did he go to the theater? ' 

Ist cr ins Theato r gegangen? *Did he go to the tjicate r ' 
? Ist er ins T heater gegangen? 
Ist er gcgarjgen, und ins Thea ter? 
Notice also that the three processes, negation, emphasis an^l ques- 
tioning, arc also siniila r in that they apply both^on "phrase leveV and rni 
''sentence IcveT^ Under a/, sentences that resvilt from pres\n^iecl sentet\ce^ 
level applications are listed and under b/, sentences resulting fron\ \n'e- 
sntiied phrase-level applications, 
a/ negation: I ^Hdn ^t ent it. 
question: Di d you <^-JJtj^? 
emphasis: I did eat it. 
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hi negatioJi: I didn't eat it. (although I sasv U) 

o r : I vvanted not to eat it. 
question: Did you cat it? (actually) 

or: What did you do to it ? 
emphasis: I ate it . (as opposed to jut t seeing it)^^ 

Finally, the three processes also resemble each other in that they 
do i\ot affect the presuppositions of the sentences to which they apply. 

To what extent have these shared properties of negation, emphasis, 
and questioning been accounted for in transformational generative gram- 
mar? All three processes are usually represented by means of a sentence- 
initial marker in the deep structure. To this extent, some relationship 
among these processes is suggested, bvit since the notion "similar deep 
structure" has no theoretical status, no actual claim about relationship 
is made in such accounts, Klima (1964) wenX a step further by assigning 
the feature "affective'^ to both questions and negative constructions. To 
represent natural classes by inventing new features in uneconomical and 
arbitrary (Zv/icky 19<3H). Thus, we conclude that the observed resemblance 
amon-j the three syntactic processes has remained unexpressed in trans- 
formational grammars. 

The proposal made here is to assign ]xirtially-identical deep structures 
to negative, interrogative and emphatic constructions, by ]K)siting AXB 
AXB (where X stands for NOT-X) as included by all three, Pronoun- 
"spelling", auxiliary-support, and clcfting rules, as well as ordering 



The two types of emphasis^ corresponding to what we lierc label 
"sentence-lever' and "phrase-level" emphases, were pointed out to nie 
by F, Householder. He labels the first kind "yes-emphasi/>ed^', beea\isc 
wdiat is emphasized is that the action did not not lake place, and \hv sticoiid 
as "t lus-emphasized". since what is emphasix.efl is that j^.irticuhu' \ ^^r\^, 
as opposed to some other commutable verb. lie ^ilso points out al! 
yes -en^.pheisized verbs must have auxiliary support. 
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and stressing would thou apply to non-identical constituents (i,c. X and 
13 

NOT-X). Respective surface structures would then be derived by 
deletion rules. The implication of this clain'i is that all question, negative, 
and emphatic constrxictions are two-sentence -structures on an abstract 
level. 

This accovmt appears to be good for explaining properties shared 
by all three of ttiese processes discussed. It should be pointed out, liow- 
ev^er, l\\eit there are some features that questions and negative co]:ist ructions 
share but ctnphatic ones do not. Such is sonie-any suppietion in ENGI.JSH 
(compare Hall 1963, 3; this of course occurs in other oo nstructions as well, 
as it is pointed out there), the fact that a^, the indefinite article in ENGl.ISI-I, 
is generic in questions and negative constructions (Jackendoff l^^'V 233) 
and that negative constructions and questions show inversion in some 
Negro dialcctu)! KKGLISH (Labov 1970). This would show that the rela- 
tionship between negation and questioning is closer than that between eilher 
of these and emphasis, Our account is not able to provide for this* 

2.4,3 Qxiestio n-answe r relationship . Looking at superficially dis- 
junctive questions and their most common answers, such as Do you ski 
or don't yovi ? Yes, I do> or No, I donU. , an obvious generalization leaps 
to the eye: that answers are selected from the class of alternatives speci- 
fied in the question. Whereas this generalization would explain the choice 
of ar^swers to superficially disjunctive questions^ it does not explain, how- 
ever, why either of the two answers cibove is eij^propriate also to the 
fjuestion Do you ski ? , since No^ I don' t, has no representation in the 
"visible'* structure of the qtiestion. The generalization, however, can 
be made to encompass a larger nuT^nber of cases if we do, indeed, assume* 
that both the affirrtiati ve ar;d the negative alternative are represented in 



See Sanders \^)t>7, 24Jff where it is proposes! that this ])rinci])]e 
governs contrastive sfrc»ssing» 
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the question structvire» regardless of whether they both actually get 
realii'.ed {'i.e. the question is an alternative question) or not. It is in 
this sense that the observation about question-answer relationships is 
a piece of corroborating evidence for an underlying X OR NOT-X. 

2.4.4 Meaning , Finally^ apart from any syntactic considerations, 
whether they relate to sentential or discourse syntax, iwsi by considering 
what yes-no questions mean and trying to set up an underlying represen- 
tation that matches this meaning, one would conclude that an X OR NOT-X 
component should be part of this underlying structure, since it is true 
for all yes-no questions that they raise basically two alternatives: the truth 
of a proposition and the falsity thereof, 

2, 5 Some thoughts on rules« Provided that we have a X OR NOT-X 
type underlying component for yes-no questions, what are the rules that 
would be needed in order to derive surface structures of various yes-no 
question types? We will consider here only two kinds of these rules: 
deletion rules and the one which assigns intonation. 

There are three different deletion rules that appear tu be necessary: ^ 
one that deletes the part of the second conjunct which is identical with 
the first conjunct, one that deletes the negator and one that deletes the 
connective. The following list indicates whicli deletions are necessary 
for the derivation of which type: 

X or not 'X : none 

X or not : conjunct deletion 

X or : conjunct deletion, negator deletion 

X not-x: connective deletion 

X not: conj-'nct deletion, connective deletion 

x; conjvmct deletion, ncyator deletion, connective deUulon, 



ERIC 



- 80 - 



Of these three ck^letion rules, only the first, conjunct deletion, 
appears ii^otivated, in that it is an identity deletion. The other two are 
vnuque and not justifiable in token or in type outside the realm of y«s-no 
question. That is to say: o£-s and not -s, are not deletable in other 
constructions unless the identity condition is fulfilled, nor are any other 
comparable connectives or particles. An alternative solution to avoid at 
least the connective deletion rule will be discussed later (3.4.3.), 

In connection with the rule assigning intonation to yes*no questions, 
with respect to superficially simple yes-no questions such as Does he 
listen?, this rule wuuld be able to make use of the underlying disjunctive 
structure only if it applied prior to the rules which result in the deletion 
of the negative conjunct. In other words, as Langacker noted (1970), a 
phonological rule would have to be wedged in atiiong syntactic ones. This 
mechanism is in need of independent support. 
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3 , The Re n 1 1 t^^t 

3.1 T ho pro blen). Thus far we have been ciiscussing properties 
of yes-no questions which are not unique io them but are also shared 
by disjunctive statements, Such properties were some of the meatung 
of yes-no questions, the presence of disjunctive and negative elements 
('or'-s and 'not'-s) in some such questions, their intonation, the j)re- 
sence of some emphatic elements and properties of order and stress. 
These shared features of disjunctive statements and yes -no questions 
have been taken to justify the proposition that yes-no questions have, 
in fact, as part of their miderlying representation, a structure which is 
also the underlying representation of disjunctive statements^ or part of 
it. 

From looking at the discourse context of some sentences which have 
the position and {\n\ction of yes^no questions in a disconrsej it is not at 
all obvious that anything else is net ied for the abstract representation 
of these sentences. Some disjmictive statements seem to be responded 
to just as if they were questions, such as the one in the following 
discourse: Speaker A: Slie ^^^^^^^^^^^"^^^ eithei- in her office or in 

her c ar . Speaker B: V^es, she left it in lier office. 

There is a crucial difference, however, between this kind of dis- 
course and oiie involvm^ a v^\a\ question (Did she leave U ' J2^£_f?[*' ^^'c ? ) : 
that an answer is required in the latter case, \^'hile it is encouraged but 
not required \n the fornu;r, Tluis iri sj)vte of such sentences the fact 
remains that questions are a distmct class of utterances wuth sper ific 
^ sejn antic and sy^ii tactic properties, niid that tliese }3ro|)erties W(ju]d rein am 

unaccountef] for by ari abstract structure wliicli consists of X CU\ NOT-X 
r > n 1 y , . h a t e n c \ \ v a r e d i f f e r e n c e s \y e iwvvA] f i i s j 1 1 n c t i v c s 1 a t * u , i e r j i s a n r I 

H(juse lu^l fir r (p.c.) <1 i f fc rejU i at e s s t ci t vu • rJ s wb-icii rjis^ Ifiiio krnnv - 
ledge but exhiViU inciilfe rence towards oblammg vV from reai q'.a stu»riS \>y 
a feature {j^ Hearer) indii^aling hearer'vS invol venuMil . 
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yos-iio questioiis aiul what kii^l uf abstraci slructtire would liav*,' to 
con^^leniont X OR NOT-X in orcitfr for [liesu differences iu be derivable 
from it? 

T?iere c^re tv/o r- ■;:r. c.^^'^ors 'hat ■.«.•<: -.v /.H l:>e t ask s:^: .* these 
ditforences: Are the niU'e rences between dibuiriCtive statements and 
yes-no questions properties whicii are at the same time shared by yes- 
no questions and son^e other construclions ? And do the differences 
between disjunctive statements and yes -no questions hold between these 
two sentences types or between some larger cluniks of discourse of winch 
such sentences are only a part? 

Answers to these questions determine the scope and the domain of 
the generalizations that the ahstract structure should make abovU yes- 
no questioi:is. In addition to properly choosing scope and domain, we also 
recjuire tliat tiie total logical denvation c)f yes -ivj questions which ijicludes the under- 
lying structure and a set of ruhjs should have predictive power with 
itispect to tlie spec ific differences that are fouiKl between disjtmctive state- 
ments and yes -no qnestioi^s; i.e. it should be such that the particular 
differences that are attested in th.e languages of our sample should not 
seem to be arbitrary; e.g. that the [possibility of some systematic way 
of nnarking sentence subjects if the sentence is a question should be 
excluded. 

We will first survey the set of semantic and g ram rr. at i cal differences 
between statements an{] questions (i.Z. ajid 3.3.); subsequently w^e will 
draw conclusions concerning each <jf these two questions rjienttoned above 
thereby defining wliat an abstract structure of questions to c om pie n unit 
X OH NOT-X we exijec t U> bv like (3,4.1.}. Xext, we will discuss pro- 
posals c one r ninv; the abstract structure of yes-ra^ C[uestions that h.^ve 
been niade by various Imguists (3.4.2.); and, finally, w^e will advance an 
alternative solution (3 » 1. ] , ), 



- 83 - 



^'^ S onie semant ic diilerencos Ijcnwcoii ciisjuncti vc structures and 
yo s - no (qu estion s . Set ti a nl ic a 11 y , yes-no riucstions differ from disjunc- 
tive slatoments in that they also convey a request on the sj-jeaker's part 
for the specification of which of the alternatives raised is true. In other 
words, the set^iantic differences between P^ither niy te acher is a Dane or 
he is not a Dane« and Is n iy teacher a Dane? is adequately expressed 
by complementing the first sentence by Tell me, to read: Tell m e either 
th at iny teacher is a Dane or that he is t\at a Dan e , 

As it is obvious from this paraphrase, this difference between dis- 
junctive statements and yes-no questions also lumps yes-no questions 

2 

togetlier with imperatives in tlie sense that impe ratives.too, are requests. 
Many imperatives, however, do not offer a choice as to wh'^t the hearer 
should say in the sense in which Say "cheese" , please! does not 
or they may constitute requests for some unspecified verbal performance 
(in the sejise in wliich Call tomorrow] does); or else they may not require 
any verbal perfortnance at nW {e.g. ^o!)t Yes-no questior\s are, there- 
fore, semantically a subclass of imperatives. 

From synonyniy ])airs stich as Who is_ your c ousi n ? and Tell me who 
i s your c onsin ! it is clear that wh questions, too, arc reqviests and thus 
a subclass of imperatives, Froin examples such as 1 w ant ycm to teU 
me vdiethe r it rained at the time, it is clear tliat at least some indirect 
questiotis, luo, heive the same si.'Miaiitu: property. 'I'hus. we conclude 
t ha t all ci i r e c t r| n e s t i o n s v/h ether y e s - n n o r w h , a nd some i nd i r e c t on e s 
constitute together a subc l.'ss io ^ pe r a 1 i ve s , 

On the other hanfl, from the synonymy of Tell me your name! and 
I a s k you X'.y tell : n e o u r r ; vi r i i e , 1 1 i s <.: I e a r t f i . M r m p c i" a 1 i \'e s r e a s u I j - 
class of dec larati\'e s . Iv particnl<tr» they a r^.^ semantically^ e equiva lent 
to deelarat ive ser tencrs c:n -Ix.uhird \vi a tiialrix sentence of tlie sort 

i.oe^icr (1^^ M - Z ^) df-es ra^t tlunl' <iu<^*^^ ^'^^^^ ^^'^''5 wviperafives 
share this setn^irJie c h.MM c- 1 e r i st u' , to hnn, a que st i on e:>L] sressi^s a s»."arch 
for an ansv/er bat n<ji n c a ^: i 1 1 n a nci tlia'^ one "ue l;'. v(.mi, 
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I ask yoxi. Wu therefore conclude that if the abstract repfe sentation of 
all questions, including yos-no questions, iiicori^orates, in addition to 
X OR NOT-X, a structure pu raphrasable as 1 ASK YOU TO TELL ME, 
that representation would be adequate inasmuch as it would properly 
differentiate the meaning of yes -no q\iestions from that of disjunctive 
statements and, at the san^e time, it would express the semantic rela- 
tionship between yes-no quest ions, wh questions, whether direct or 
indirect, on the one hand, and independent :ind embedded imperatives, 
on the other. 

3 . 3 Som e g ^-^^^^^^J^^^c d i f f e ren ces betwee n disjunctiv e statements an d 
y es -no questions . Let us first consider the discourse context of ques- 
tions and disjunctive statetnents^ Questions all independent ones and 
some indirect ones are characteristically followed by an answer. Does 
this property differentiate thern from disjunctivn^ statements; and if yes, 
does it differentiate them frotri all other constructions as well? The 
answer to this question is that many statenients and a luunber of other 
constructions are also riormally followed by some sentence intuitis^ely 
felt to be a resjjonse; but lhat the kijul of response questions require may 
well be unique to them» 

Sentence types other than qvies lions that are characteristically fol- 
lowed by a response are in^[>erati ves, greetings, and some types of 
declarative sentences defmabU: either m semantic or in syntactic terms. 
As it was pointed out in an antici pat(;ry discvissuui on pp. Sff, greetings, 
iniperative s , and q.iostions differ from eacli other both in the degree to 

wdiich verbal answers are ex]:)ected to them and also by the rules which 

3 

define a 'proper resp«)nse" to such stmuilus sentences. 



On greelu\t^s, ixMiidcs Fer^^usi^ii l"*^^*. see !• ru*s L)^2, 29ff . Searle 
19^9, tu,-o7, also Dressier I'T/U v;hore ;ma[>iu>ric <ie(elioiis in responses 
to greetings are cHscusst^d. ^ 
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As for declarative sunlences, Sacks {1970, chapter o) points out 
that challenges, throats, warningSi ut'fers, invitations, complaii^ts and 
announcements all are first rnernbers of paired utterances and are used 
to select a next speaker m a conversational sequence. Schegloff's (1968) 
sumnion-answo r ]>airs (as in a telephone conversiition) also involve 
declarative sentences followed by a response. Besides such semantic 
classes of declarative sentences, there are some syntactically definable 
classes also which are characteristically followed by a response. Such 
are disjunctive staten^ents, (e.g. You wore born cither in Alabama or 
i n Louisiana. ) > sentences with indefinite noun phrases (such as You 
wanted to say something. ) and others. Bellack, Kliebard, Hyman, Smith 
{19b6, I02ff) discuss the mode of presentation in classroom situations. 
They conclude that questioning can take place in the imperative mode, 
in the interrogative mode and m the declarative mode* The examples 
for answer-eliciting slatc?iu>nts that they give are the following: 

1. -^It can also be due to factors that we haven't mentioned at all. " 

2. ''Two ot tlie biggest things that we import in this country we do 
priK]\ice ourselves.' 

3. "Of course, wc discussr^d the great exce]jtion to this rule.yesteixlay 
Of these, it is mierestirig to r^ote that the first two involve indefinite noun 
phrases. 

Finally, it should be poiisicd out th.it all statements ^ in fact, can be 
followed by res [mouses wine 1 1 cxpfes3 ai?, reeitier'^^t or disagreement or which 
are jvist sigtis ut attentirji; <)n tlie jjart d tlie. hearer. One becomes parti- 
cularly liWiVit of thjs '-t ofM..' lis^rMis t',» a serinon m a Black church coMunu- 
n 1 1 y or to a n y n[ ]\ v. r s n e e r f i r i 1 1 c i \ e d I.) y 1 ;ic k A r i ] e r i c a n a ud i e n c e . Fries , 
in fact, wIkj c:labsifics .ill utterruices as c on n vm nic at i ve vs. non-comn^inii- 
cative. classilu;S all s t a. 1 1:; i ; ciil 5 tis c oi n muuical i \ e in that they elicit 
signals of itteMli^uf. ri-^t s i; r< '(^t i ni^s . rails ai^J q:i est ions elicit oral 
responses an.d c * >•> irn r-wa 1 b «ir requests i; licit actum reS]jonscs --as oppose'd 
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to non-conitiuinicativc sighs etc. (1952» ^9ff), Similarly, Householder 
(p.c.) contends that all statements are meant as b in^M'.ons to the hearer 
to believe what is asserted. 

It is because of such facts that questions cannot be said to be unique 
•r. that they are followed by an answer; although they may be unique in 
that they require one, as well as in what k ind of answer they requ^'re. 
This latter point will bit taken up in the last chapter of this thesis. 

Ha\'ing considered the discourse conttixt of yes-no questions and 
statements, let us now consider their sentential sy ntax . As individual 
senteiices, yes-no questions differ syntactically from disjunctive state- 
ments in \^arious langiiages l)y one or more of the following properties: 

a/ word order 

b/ the presence or absence of particles and advxrbs 
c/ verb inflection 

d/ the sha]^e and deletability <jf the disjunct connective 

e/ the deletability of the negaLi\e alternative* 
We will next discuss each of tliese. 

a/ As to word orde r , Ultan observed 48i} that inversion 

is an vuicon^^mon interrogative de\ice in yes -no questions, b\it widespread 
in wh questions. Although direct and incUrect yes -no questions are 
similar in niany respects, word order rules that apply to them are not 
aKvays the same. Ati e\-ain[)]c v/herc direct and indirect ycs-no questions 
have different worrl order is GHIsMAN. A language where these two types 
of questions have iho same word (>>rder which, at the same tin'te, is dis- 
tinct from that of declarative senierxes is BI-ACK and COLLOQUIAL 
P:NGLISH, as well as srwne hist-nMcal dialects of E:NX}L[SH (cp. BLACK 
ENGLISH Coul d h e ? ajvl ^ asked could he go. {C. A, Ferguson, p.c.)) 

b/ Tlie dist ributicui o t c^i s 1 1 o n |)a r t i c I e s sliows better' than word 
order does that direct a? d iiKUrrct yes~ra) cpiestions behnig to lhe same 
class, as opposed Xu statements. Iltn't; are soine e-xan^ples. (For addi- 
tional languages, see Kret' clunrtr L^^S. inff,) 
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\ ..v.. I /..in^-'.; '^u"' i :^ ' ...v: t ^ u i p.M. Mi'li; Ok'curinL^ in non-alternative 

i . : .U' : i^' ! f <! i« ! . J ! ' s ; r.^. uiK^) ciKci: 'Arci yon g^nny?' (\Vt^lincr 
i ^l^., 'i pjriuie c a alsr* ticc-ir in noil -alUi rnat i ve c!e~ 

]>eri'U::it (jiicdtitjas » kf^ve se ov/o fU; ca^a '^go-look whether 

1 at -luyiju- I '^r ;uul Unik vvlic^l !uj, r lie ls at home! ' 

(Chi-ibtalh- ^^i) 
FINNISH: kn ui UKiupoiv.U'at question: tuleeko htiu 'Will he come'.'*' 

ko it; iIl !^<.Mule;.t quest ion: ei\ tieclcil, tuleeko bcin 'I don't know 
■ .-!iua hr •.' ill (a^ .t . ' (i-elnstc 10^3, 'l^^) 
*HUI\Cj Al\ i."^ : ^ i!' naif jKj^flent c[net=tu)ii: vajoii j^Jn-t.- "vvliether conies- 
q^.f :.;ua;'" Ms la . .n^'Iiu^'? ' 

c i Tx (le [Hj nciuiil q-icsti^jn: neij) traican vajoii jUn--e M don't 
k::::\\ \vh^alH■i' lu^ eu!i!ing. ' 
Also (.Ji.\) ^. lii liLAi jWJC: ii (Vaaairok k.^^Lq 'kva). 

qi;i ?, ' a r^.-t^tV;^ av' c ; \'.:s-no t p le s1 : iVi^j s and vdv ([uestions, t)n the 
other iiand. is a. Mr- o^a ti- .i lesser cxt*u:it \>y '.he criterion of shared 
nartu;lu.3. i r. ij;,,a a is , f ■ i;- . . > i : m -^a ji = rtp i>ea x' ."> tw *.a:cui' s di cal ly otily. 

Tia; u: kcr.:j.a.,t^ t a-a 1 'ed wlua'!/ yus -riik cjueyt ions aial wli qaco- 
lH..ns dr= d.aro j.-r^aa. ^ r.-- ACTl A (harl). iUIKjl (-ala, M. Bender, ];.c.). 
KNviA {-ae. i l^^-'a. i.A aJ). A PATA aSt-: (kaj. aiai OkD CHURCH 

SkAVlC {li, Vuialr-jiv k'>, k^i). ia 'ri^kUCU, t!ie ntit: ofthc^ question 
:.:-irKi a. < . . > : ■ a : ■ qw.. .„> a ^ >: . < a.'^- — ''d n %\ h q^esiaaas. 

, _ ■ . ' : - ^ : J. ) ■ . A' ^ A , a r ^ a . ■ i ; f , ? : > j* Iv a ^ i ; ^ ^ s 1 1 o i ; s . T h f.' r e i s 
;t J -. s^ak.^; ! ao' M:\.A iAeia* i' k^'''.d ^fsedkulh in 

q...<:a ■ -.A , A, u ■ . . h . . > Ad)[^l<^ ->CA)"]'1dSlMdAr:kMA. 

.. a ■ , , . . a 1 , ■ •• ^ ■ .J ra rov ^ >^ ■ a i nd . < 

;a 1 ^ ' : A . j r- i a. j"J ] q k A «" i A .la- k nd i a a t . \'t' o 1 

! r. ■ ■■ ' ' ^ ^ ! . . ^ • . ■ ■ ■ a - ■ . v ■ . a I [ . V : a • : . !\ a ' i k u f aa I w ; a ja; 1 ke 

s. y a. a--:- ! -M. ^k a - ^'■^-^■^> ('^^ ifitkcM'a 1■U)^. k)A 

. r ■ :, . . , , . . .. . : , ■ . ■ a , > ^ N ^ AA A iA < ) (van^.n 1 1 1 ,aai t.'i 1 a s o 
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r'VO) as ^r;; ' 1. i t, i r - u; i' irM.> In llAirSA, tile eispt;ci 

prctixos ot tho V i ! t ->,.(l .HMi i^u;[ n vo ,t h 1. are difteient in 
stateinciitrf 1 1 on i Uk>si.' \ii C[ju.; sii >ns aiui I'ehihvx' clauses {Euietiberg 1970, 

W!i.it is v:v>;i.iiuin lu nu-S; >. iU«eiH dt_'viec;i; i ri that iJiey have been 
^jbserveci ii; ri^.^iiu: buu^>i<Le;v^ Kiiily uul llidt al least in soiwo cases Jjol ynl^Y 
yei>-Tiv.i qut'SlitJi^is Nar lis.* '.va: r^ue^tu-as sii'iie tlHa;i, Next, we will consi- 
der tva> c;l,L::.bes a- au, tlu'.- >i vcs aa cjae 1 i r>a s uotli wliicb are specific 
t,! o't-i'^ I .f :.a a: a.v' i v -^^^ j ;i ■ :aa^,^. r\ .^i/juavd t^) ali qva^;vht^MS, aral 
biUh ai v/aK'b -a.:;;- h-r - < l^aa a l a" be i .a^ a ta v r Is , Tlvese pro- 

pL-rl'as ri,a.ilc: i<' ir^- r>!: i; a::'l di k:tjbiii1v al' {as|aaati\ai i;a.>na ec vn/e s ara'l 
tiie tleloi abilit y .,1 a^ j:ai\a: 1 1 1 vaia .a 1 1 \ a . 

d/ j b< -!r a- ■ a ■ i va ■ . ^ : a * " la- ^ v^iiact li^-e in clMsJiaa'tive ques- 
ti..n.s raa.i a: -a ■ . ' t * ■ i.-s. r; a; ■ h ua s . 'ane«;. ai j an nea _^;] e , any nuiiiijer ol 
Scat^aa. v^i ;';a, ^ a. a:..:n.. . a\ ^ : ^ .^^n...a;t+a .a^.i ta nice t i v e 

;v/-> - ii tl.^'Sv" V rj^'i [>e ailuaaal ]i\ ^l;aye TiDfo the otluars, 

liLv [oL.a; ''a ^ . * ^a i J v\ara:Uaai clislita',:! el i s j araa i v<.^ 
'I I -la- l: rt' .-^^ 'M ja :a;r«!) < i :i e r /n t a )] : s . ho^vcver, \vlac:h 
i ,i ^or; 1 \ '/U': v'a ia vti i vn 1 i .an^/h najre liriuiecl. 
. ( uir:cc 1 I ve bets [a'-.n.' a fj pa r U y nev'er more lljaa 
'■■■'■i'^it. ol:,aa..;, aitl iinia-t'^rsi iruanbiM'S ai'i:.- 
..ai'-tt a.^' jj-ait, aa.a*... a^ v ■ wa s i r act i (ja ai 
- r^. . . .. ; : 1 a : < / ■■".^,v. V' i- :■; 'a a, -vherr x :^uuuls 

:>l.aivij i^a ■ a . ■> i a; ^ . ^. a "n -iati iiail oliape ibairi, <alber tia'i<M- 

;a . ... a,. , . ■ 1_ .y.i^n c A b.a .M- iM;,. Th-.:di: 

J .v t. .a^, \\ ■■■'M . 'j.-aiv':' a i i an i v' I i ar- < ■ on n t' <: i i ve s ai 

'i' j i; a i ^ . :v . i i a " i ' v ' v ' t y c: S " r a.> ( ^ ^ U.' S 1 I v * S 



n. a A- can-, .a 
t ht.: To .1 b r..' ' u rnl 
e c>a nec 1 1 v ^aa . 
i.ahccitt: la a tiu: 1 
i 'l rsi or .^11, :^ laiu la 
^ :aiv : : -.M/ a ■ r- 

J 1 ^'--J V :> a i . ■ : ■ : . - n 1 ^ 



n a a - la . • i ra ; 
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each uUujr .t.s A. . . M, C>. . , 1), uiul , , l\ fk^sicics (his case of rnaxiinal 
ciif le rcMK't: , llu' ll;r</^' .-utts i:k>ulil ix.: ililYcrt.-nt iti a niunber of other ways; 
in [xirticiil-ir, cirisuraniL; first thd I ttici sccui\d member is cUfterenl m all 
tlircu, the wrst lueiubt'^r could be Ibc san^e ?n any twu sela (and there 
are ihret* possible [).in of ilirce sets) unci it covild be the same in 

all tliret: setts : 

(Xl . . B, Q, , J). (X). . . F 

(X), . , (§). . .D. i:,..F 

(x). . . ex . . (x). . . F 
A. . . u, (;9. . .1), (x). . , 

\\ lie rti (Xj ii{arl<b t h^- idc'iilical wnvioe t M:e s ai'Xl other letters the clitic rent 
<jiies. Then, uiili ih*.: first aieMiber different lu all three sets, the second 
Cv>uld be th.tr oar.u: iii a1! tfvree or m two; and then various cortibinat ions of 
dufureriC'js fnit vvet.ii. firsi. rind Jtjc iM"id iJieudicrs are also possible. IXvo 
at!ih I i ;. . 1 ^.I'.iriinAi r. t f i ,^;it ^ w 1 3 . iiowa^-a'r, [;rc>\'ide a furlJier li;ni~ 

\aUun Xhv. i-vindH r or diiu^i'evil coinuM t i sa; y set.s that we lia\ai to be 
{iciliiiL; witii, Cviu.- i cs tluH ni> ol ^iii^ iunc:ti\ e <;onneclivu3 liave been 

lovitul \i> diticr m Ihut r sev^ond rneinljei\s liut not m tlie first in ai^y langiia^^e. 

'Ihc <'>tha'r L .s iii il U^v \ tlu'et^ <:ojisi rat lioriy tlial we r^re conside I'in^^ 
m nu iangni^v.. liavi thr^:c- oots }>ctai fuund that are differejit in both of 
Iheit" inuM-hcrrf, h,:i v^niv i '^a'o .j i nm^;!, \i\ <.)thi:r words, tlie only variations 



F:*-v ^ L'.^' . -v r . d ; n « i n yitvy 'auI - MiK-, U applies to dis- 

vnaU^a; ^. iw,:^. di3ir;'>au«d . * i sH'u t i » 'ii s oilu'r tVian diia-ct 

c^ned-lu^Ms. ivdii'wt <nu'st^onb. ^mvA la^n tj sF on s , A)si>. r^iay a])j)ly to 
via,' ;.va' > ^ ^ ^ r i ^> \-ad], la ta-r-jl'ty of lla^ sl-HeJtuMjl is 

.ds^- -'aa^.-Mt^ '1 i.i . T;* I u.'ri 'I ^:M;<.!a.i to i: f ir Ja' ^ pnad If.) a ja^gnla I'i 1 y 

ab<iat dcdotiv^n; t -h ]eti->n ui the st:ei>nd ouajibcr of a <; <,>nne<: t i ve s<d 

'dwcyr? uofd'v'S t'a tiri. t v»nt' ha ^/u iii bciMi dub* ted, d lui twcj tjh s i" \a t u)n s 
eaa V'l' « • e • <• an •! tia- ivdivi ^ na; iViari a:r: a l%v'w v onuta tiva* sels chflrti' 
I r c a a e ^ o ■ [ 5 ^ • ■ s i \ a v . ay lis a t a f f * a t s o r l \ y o a t o f t h e n an ^ i b e s - - w h e 1 1 1 r 
U :^ 'iv dt.:!.ai-,i a= 1 a' ! v , • i ■ ii; n\:^\.><' ■■ \^ \r, Wic. nrsl aaaalua' fh.o 
L:x»ai.ats ih^s i faa^- :^ l^^iUo.; it a rO-uFa:!* ^Aay, tlu- si'ca:)iai nunjda*.* 

aapv, ^ ; :> \ .\ bt: *\\': ' ^t-ii)lv" >ia:, V/>'Fv tt :i i 5^ 1 a r, c a to cUdela.>n and by 
ta- au ,^ t ' i t • * a I v . 
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shape thai iiav'u D^-cr. ^f^.^r i'\'rd lu (i i innc ( i \ c onn<-tciive sets oi' 
direct and itulireci <}vu.i .sU s and usnk-c[viesti(iMS are the tolhnving: 

all three sets thu s<itne (X. . . Y, X, . , X, . . Y, where X and Y 
n^ay not be the same} 

tua) sets the srntu', (In.' third diffe rciil in butli members (X, . . Y, 
X. , . Y, A_ . B) 

tsva) Sets the ^auu^. . ilie ihiiil ^.iiflela^^il Itl t!ic first tuctnber only 
(X. . . Y. X. . . Y. A. . . Y). 

Sinee v. e :i<> \ h<i\o ciusji/ict st/is jt m.^st (tnd three different 
Cv>ntexl6 (direet c; < i e ^ 5 ■ ; : :b . i nd i r-tuM ci \)e ^. Ul. n s , :nid norr-qiie stions) and 
two sets can he vLic^tr ihatuvl o\cr th. ree c" L>!ite xt it\ Ihre*; ^iUde rent wctys, 
the quo si H>n ar^^^eiS ^t.-> i'-.> I wo or the three conlt^xts ever occnr as 

havdi'ig the h.i-\ic ::>t:i . The- -.-.jswer I; is Ij^m i; fuurn:) to \jc the iollo\ving: 
ru.>n que si ^..-ns :ind ^iir^vl rpu: ;ii :^ »ns . ov noi'i - qiu^ t mri s and indirect qvies- 
tiDus are j:e^'er 1 jo^fnMi t.-i;uilu r: m io \ jv.. Ujo i\y"o cjuestion contexts 
that ha^■e tho sooe t ,i d l';a'w^^'d Id . n"j cj ut: ioi > c <;r; 3 * d lie rant^e 
ui rial 102:1 thcr«;r..Me 'he j .^a h ^ n 14 : ^^-oot; sol for rill three contexts, 
sanie set t«ji' cpn/jsiiia.s o:d diiiLM/Oia f >r n on i ] ui.^ ^3 1 i ous ; and tlien tins 
hitler has t^vo s':hch^ o.jl;? dLq)i l>< i o; 14 ^ n\ 'vlu liiei' ihu diiforenee is \n botii 
members or oidy in the sec ^ Jid: 

n w)i • c[' u- lit : ; a^i : a i :a < i a - t s k j i : lodnaaq questiiui: 

X. . Y : ; . . x . , . v 



a . . « i 



A, . . \^ X. . . V X, . . Y 

C)t i t;. -■ ■ ^ L.a l^a.. i wo. Ua-* ooot 'U ^'k , I] w^eia^ foujrd 
\<) have uu-»ioti' lo'« ^ -.ooo li'^^ s identicai in 1 nde ja: Vid o [U and dependent 
fiUeStijjiS Oil hiiviioi u« Oii^.-rea :>liua:>; ^h(!\e di s liuiet i-/e e on nr w 1 1 ve s 
bcdw;^j;ni: *■ the t\ie ^vrn i <• tiit , ;oa -( jae sli 00 iv^t c^xlnbits ]:)artial simi- 
iaril) to *hcq<U ota^n -oM v ih M Hk- Hci iiod jo(,m!ano> are idejaicdl i>nt 
first ar^ da'seieoj; .oal ^ ^ -o ioiaa: io lj:i\'e faa* snod»; ^rta in all 
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three c dhsI rac" l u>r\ ly|HiS. 

Ni>n -qne SI L ( )h ai;(l H'ie^>l\iiii c c >n jivmU i b t<)tally ci ia:it i iict : 

KANVAi:>A (-0 ^a.' i-sns athavA ) 
LATliN (aul ver^^us .-n) 

1 . 1 T 1 1 U A X I A N (a rb a \ e i" s u s a r ) 

ViKTNAMi:si. (Iu>ai vo rsus hai)'' 

(AMIIAIUC (l^i!:y3l.ii} vcrsns "^^iliJ^.^ ) 

(S YRI AN AL\ A bIC i^^}^' YiL' ill'21^1i5:' ' V'^^llilli^' .I^LIU^^^^'^' 

\a^ rsus w^lla) ) 
(BUKIA I (yija^i^ vur^as ah)) 
(GOI'HIC: {ai^lvii'. versus |?.in^) ) 

(MANi^ARiN CHINKSK (Hwoshr versus luij^ihr) ) 
(YORUBA (iabr versus abij ) 

TK}RlNY,\ {way(2 n) >/ersiis wayas, v.;aYc>n2f3s (T.eslavi (1941, 147) 

I i v> t s t h a t \v'a y a s i s t i 1 1 1 o 1 < > g i c a 1 1 y de r i ve d f r oiii w a t7i . ) 



SiJine lanL!.aai[eb ll. ft l)eh)iig, by token ol soirie of their disju active 
c oniiec 1 1 \*c s , I'ne first i,>r ih^; sea ojici tyj^e albo i)til(ai^ t() the last one: 
I.e. in adviitioa Xo t ^^ o coanciCUve sets, one used vn non -q\ie st iojis and the 
other m tlic twc) r[ae s I i o ti - r ( ju st ru< t ion s , tliere is also a connective that 
can used ail ihree, In AMMAUIC, i'ur instaiice. wav^9^^^ is tjsed in non~ 
quesliwiiS jiai vayis \vi qat'S lions Jiiosi ot ihv tiriie, but way ^ in can also be 
used iii quest ions. Tlie nattc^rn is tlie same for the rest of the language 
.IS well: it is ••!\a-aa-> Ma- r i, >, ; - c] m- b t i rai OH that ( :n\ tlso \)v. usrul in fjuestions 
to frct.;h ' *'> '.aih tlju r r u- ^a a a i - ( M< ,aiai nut viee vcrsii. 4 his n'lay count 
as eva d -aa:- i'. a tl^a a'U' <ii s laur- f » ^'v^ c ornua: t > nu" s Sjireails frotii non-<|uiis- 

t 1 wUo , 

V U-'a [ L-^a! i J .•; the .crt^e i.d bfing a ( v>>int e rexa nipl e . 4diere 
aia- ; j t a' i. [= > ;r a^^^ l : . ^ ! : 1 1 m r , c r. i s ancJ lir^y uhaj*d m questi()n8 aiid 
SI : u* ■ i i a J a. r .a. la (i '>j, a^..*s d n exLirn[)le (jf a dej^endiMa ({U(;s- 

Tian^ wauMu; -/uAi^r ii 'V s > i' hoaa caai \ui a >tul as ri euiaua-tive, the twaa 
^iMr-a li i t iu r ''riiaaliaa . dtiu;a;j'j would expuet hay to be used oidy. 
by\ b- a j-i'.d ca ju at e i' V- x<i I n pU/ in th,it lajth disjunc tive connec- 

tives ubeH ;a a^/^a aacia q>a:s!aan ax'e -lifleiaiiit trr«rn botli of those used in 
ladepf idr; ' a -ai =i: .i!:d o-i' ^a liar,->» is idtjiila al wuth one (jf the onc^s 
■^iS ■ -i I r] s5a ^- -e; .a ,s 
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Nor: - que SI i oti aiul c[ucsthifi conuec vt? s part 11 y diiftjnct; 
UlNGlJSil (oiltu-i- - . . or I sas w'helhe r , . . or) ' 
bJWl"! (aio versus i<.<»(alu)) 
FINNISH vcrsuri 3^5::,:^:i^j 

GKRMAN (t-^itwa^Hlo r . . • ^^^j^*-- versvis ob^. . , <jdc r) 
J {UNCI AR I A i\' {V'ti^^} . . « _va-y v'r rsn s ^l^ijon^^ . vai^y) 
SKUBO-CUOATlAvN (Uj m versus 5iajj^.^<^. in ) 
SWAlillJ (ama . . .au \-ersus kaaua . . .an) 

(ANCMV:N'r G]ri:t:K) (e,,.e versus i:on . .^e) 

(IMJJ.CiAKIAN) (ill -J- ' lii v^TSiio dali, — iJi) 

BASUUK a]a 
FUt.ANI ko 
HAL'S A ko 

LATVIAN vii_ 
POLISH ^y.y_ 

.\\ihark: v^u, 

SYR1A:\ ARAl^JC ya. Vi^' ^^L^j^i l,. />lL'l^i^.^. 

lun .GAR I a:\ u 

BlJRfA'r ah 

GOT] fiC' ''U^-J-l^ 

ancu::, f ^.iK ; a-:]\ f^^^ 

M ANDARi: . CI HA h Si-: Iv-A^.-^iM 
YORi;i^A iiibi 

'liii:^ ^ .^r -a ' j;^ ->i u5i t a' .>ha|j(.; (U ilispaulive c connect i \'e 



iiaw Ui w^i]a«!./ ..caahvi- : ;:S. ISu lo^^.v: a v ossl i slu: data, on thi 
see .k-spcro.: i 1 a 7, llAr'A a ^-l ^Sura .csii^ 1*71. 



cuiuiitioiii^ on '^iji;' ' -^^» ' ^'iisU vis nidko a ge TiO ral izat lOii which 
lujlds for di s'ruiit' ti V L' t r^jiHcc' live setd iti ^tuy conslnic lions, and, in 
tacL, tijv t onjiuK- cuiincctive ^cts as vvoU (cp. Santiers 19b7, 148, 153 
and Dik U>"^S^ 41f ): that all bii( the last connective may be omitted {and 
soriietKni! s tlie Lis; uiu*, loo) with Llie stipulation Jhat-a deleted connec- 
tive cannot ioDdw a non-deleted t^iie. To illustrate the point, there iy 
^lil^rilA'^iii^* ^-'il-Ahili'^ "^ii^^' "^^'^^T ^^^^ John or Jim and Ma ry, j^^h^"'> 
Jim bnt no ej^Uu^r ^ .^'^^ll^li Jim. Thus, the possible questions 
that remain to be cisk(;d are ihese: t'ir.st, is this dekition of not-last 
c oiuiec t ive i> c-vei' obi i v;;a t«,> r y ? second, when is the last connective dele- 
table? Sy n. i /. ihe tirst meicil)er oi disjunctive connective sets by 
HITHER and the last member by OR, the probletri is what features of 
linguistic ccnitext cicu^rj^une \\-het iier EITHER. . .OR, OR, or zer^) is 
used , 

C'ivi^ri uii: j'ing fir^t ih-- u' si r: l-ulion ijf t'^lTI ilOR , . . CJi^ as opposed to 
OR, the ioHov/ingcan i)e s nd ^iboul <)iir h-ingu<tge sample. The majority 
of the; langua^eo d^.; Ciffer i more or lesiri free choice of i;sing either 
EiTFlinv. . .OR o)- Oi\, ivi buiite:acrs ralier lluin alternative questions i.e. 
in declarative s c iit t: nc s , for iiist:vnta;, s:ali as l^^i it (eitherWo Mary 

(./ r ti) Jmi. The cli^'Uc av. be sjid io be morc:^ or less free, \sith 

s 

EITHIOR.. .OH ic I a] 1 y Sji<l to be mca'e ("m[jhatic. Of 37 lani.;ua ^<us , 

secii. iw ^:d:e^^^• Uir. r:vM.M'':. :^ u c h a o AMHARK' (e,>j;. ^ ^"'-L-^^ 

^\;v/jr;tm - a; 0 : ai;. * w. ^a m<ui'). 1 1 U ^. C b\ R I M\ (e.g. l^'^^y) J^'hn 

wi'tiv >.hirv uiii i-'atK i- Ji,!a^ <u M.,r\ i>^rimu>.'), ur MANDARIN 

-.i* ^ — • ' 

CHlXESt-: |[vv^)r,l;r lnui^de liv/^shi* bii_shr hunt^cje 'It is either red 

or not ia;cl. ). 1;. ^at^ 1 i av^ u i li^c , Y(d'l^)^, tlere is explicit e\arU*ni;c 
Uiat tiiere :s i o 1 ! TT I [ 1T( . . . O R vn ta ai - 1 5 luaUlc d Sk.ajtences, in four other 

V)ik ca^aros (1 b\l) that a -• a ita abcw'eo c on aec lives always lUiply 
vaiOi'e e: : - r ■] a^ 1 ;. [''-li) -c « r ai ] : i j a - ) - -a- idaaa^u ours, 1 iuub^dioldr r 

( o. t; , ) t hi a ia> 1 a i H t .[v . . , v a\ auM^l'^J a<cbjsi\e di :j ana t i(jn whe rea s C )R is 
..;n i l.a La - 'U s t :■ : \^ i a:>v/-.- if>- nadasa."t.^. 
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languages there may l>e an KITUHR. . .OR but no evidence has been 
tound to show tins, i^u the uther liaiul, in K0RR:AN only a two-meni- 
bored connecli\-e wm s I'oiuul .md no simple OH. 



9 

The lolal list ut kuiiM lai^c aiui tlie i-eievant forjns are the following; 
(KITHERK . .OU in ntM^ts: 

AMUARIC: (w.iy8M;). wayOin 
ARABIC (SYRIAN) • , aw 

(ya). ; Tya 

ARAIUC: (lU Mif) CMin-Kii.. . 

< i ' ' ^ J ) * ■ ■ R^ 
azi:k [5 A I] \r:i . . V) ' 

liASIliUR ya. . Ty^r /y'^'^.,^ 
BASQUE (aia). . . a la 
BKXGAla (l-;iy). . . n<;\ 

(i.. .;. , j'>a 
iUJ [AiAKiA.\: (il ]..,:] , 
BURIA'r H,U:I h..a, , . yii-^^Mu; ali 
CiH>C^-:SI:: (M ■^*\])ARj ) (h-'oslirj. . , h^^ 6shr 
DANISH ( elhM;} .^^Ldj.; r 
EKGRiSEI U-Alci'l. . . or 
FINNISH (J'^I^^^K^ . ta(i.)i 
FR1:::\C H (^ Mi R .T oa' 
FUI AN! Ik. /hou 
G R R M A^: ' R- nt - ev r ) . - . ly Ir y 
GOTHIC ( iai^ai). . . i'|;[):'u 

(a n^li zaii) . , . ai|>^>:i a 
GRRRN (ANC [RNT) r^}. V. c 
HAUSA (l o). . . V , 
HUNG A R] \ N {r :i^-R . . >^.yv 
JAl^ANR a-: (kaR^^ .'r- 
l,AT[N a;. ,;a-" " 
RA'l ViA^r ' Vvai r\7v..] 

H;vNJ.\R[ I,. ; . ly iR. . . ^-i-. 

PRRSR\N (\' ). . . y ' 
PORI::>H (czy). . . c zy 
qri.aHr;; R.. . . y , ^; V '^4^ 
RRSSiAN RR).y = R 
S::R Rv ,^ ( -'^ ■ \ = R' 1 ) . - : 
SW Af RR- ( R"'.'R); 1^ 
TANIH caair.i. . . ei.M . , -RR tu 
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AI t htjUj;h L k)n ji.:iu' t ivci c ori ikm; t i v'^: - - i . t; . MOT H . , , A NJ> - s have* 

riot ijc«.'rv n. Vi.; St iL^.i J o' i ] :t!;y Jt-r^iL v,\; /L-i.ture to liypotiiesizc that tlie 

riihj oi tr^'f v<tr::auHi hL*l^^t.■o^ v)ao - .ind two -ni er n ]iu rod v". unnecHvrs also 

l\ol(ls lur lU')'ri J. , . /^Nl) vcrhJiis AND. Wlioruas, huwcvcjr, it liolds for 

these reiL;a rdless ot v/lutiier the sentence is declarative c^r interroi^ati ve 

(coin])arc (BoJ^h) Jiio aiui lAMer i-e!U , Did (l>oth) J up. and Pete r loave?), 

the rvde about, disjunctive ccninectives has ncjt been found to be valid tor 

alternative questions in. n^ust 1 aiii^Ltages , in jjarticuhar, of S i laiiguai^es, 

11 seeni t<j ho ^-t,.. this jode of free Vfiriatioji ^ilsc» ii\ independent alternative 

r^ne St it'ii s , Init Zl , the rna'urtty:, Vhal - ^ alhiw in ahcvnritive Cj\iestions 

for .1 siiil;!a- (M\ uiih^ : i.e., ihey cilhnv, jusi as raNGLLSH. for Did Aiiw or 

Peter c-nnui." ivwt nra nn --DlvI ed hv^ r \v he^'tie r -M;n ;;r Peler con-ie? 

^ .... . „ . 

(in the sa.^ie i ^ /t. as eel - j i <h sjnnct iv\:^ ht: ns<.') ■■ 



(Footnote ■) rontiinu cl) 

OR m state. nenis: i/V I n:d^ , . Ol^ m stateoients: 

K rinOPiC":* ;^vy 1\0H I^AN / :i!^lLL,i..:-.in^^'' 

C:U JAR Ad 1 ilhA(A!^^ ^M. 
TllAi.' ry 
TK>RfN Y A .^ Ai1Y{^J'Ja) 
YOL^in^V :Ah{ 
i l.i 

It Si 'i add ntited fha i h:ivt; iuviiMl r'^slriction ex[)jicitly stated 

iti pL'tdi'i p^ r:oMi- « a' tl'iL :^i'jrnrocVrs evUiSnlttrh 'riias, for rwost huKoiainis, 
all ! }:;ivc: dr/^/a ^u; is Mi': \ of ex;nnjdc' ^('^it(■nce:^ tlirt are i ntt* roga 
live arai thrit coiUam *> (j r r^a a t i ve di s iuM(^ti<>fK as contrasted with the 
avai Lability of static ije at exair-ples ot tfiis s<.'ri. I'his lack of exan.ples 
cari f.)f CO iia-io i ut c r a L.d iii ma ay eys, \ r*A<\iX^^>\^ tt- <issanMru; that 

ti, il t'V«dn(ias i or vk- d i s j\nict i oi . s in 

\ ai I f ret:< <; s Hi la\'or of cine s 1 1 oj i s 
j-s« a 1 iUi c oi-!ajlati\'e ')ik'S, or 

..^ 1 ■ a t i ' lilt- a o; . V a f 1 1 i \a' ( a t e c t i)i » i v- 

spiC nuns hick'ta ^arli e "va m; [d i; s ui l: a a i : : > o ri r s , reinforced by explicit 
ev^-U-.A I' • J. . I i; i . -a ...d. V •• i.s ' 1 .1 a v.-i- a • a^ tin - st; ^ ■ ly, f la. a. i^ia^ue s ft.o- w1 n<di 
laitav*. :a.:a .^t ■^ !\- -a! ■■>]<, tli a i;^; av: i a h za t i cm :s f>asefl oo. 'Idn* 

^leneralil; >!. ,0.-2 a^.. cvu rel t(i\a* d-snuuaioas in tnieslua'^s 2 s in 

f-a'l s u ; >p: ■ * j a\ Mu Oicl tl-tl ^^.^ r a n s m n* r s -.i^ r.(.n st^ae this [/lancip'o ex- 
;.>liv.itLra : : ^ ^ lK<^ ^ ■ ;s ■ : h « ; a : v ^ . ^ ^a ueacr][aM.a' y i'. s : n i o :*r s , injlar.illy n:nsl 
concaroed ,'atii rh^' ,,acal; trails (jf tlie h-ngaage lliey describe, is asiially 
ni uv-'rir^^: ■ a ■ . M o . ^ ■ ! ^ ; : a ^ ' :-a !! v y^-rn 1 a a y n;-.anHti«' rules. 
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It :s ^^. e t.i 
qaes.^..!:^. 



a..la-:M : .d 
raih-1 fia; 



Langvuit^cs thai alJo\»/ both loi' FA'VllER. , .OR and OR can be 
eKatnplit'ied by HUNC;AH1AN (e. i\. ^''^J_^^[] jj^^^ vagy nem j^in 'Is he coiiiing 
o r is lie m o t c o r 1 1 i n i; ? ' } a i u i M A N 1) A R I N (e.g. i^e hwoslir/luuslir 
hungclc hwoshr / hafshr Inishr hungde 'Is it red or not red? '). An exani- 
ple of a lang\ia^e witli ti ^iiii;]e OR, in questions is AMHARIC: 

correlative disjiuiciiun in statement: \v ay^ rn tf/el vvay9rn wand 
' e i t h e r a vv^ « i n a n o r a i n a p. ' ( C o 1 1 e n 1 9 3 n , 3 1 2 - 3 1 3 ) 

simple disjuncti(>u in queslimi: i^^s^^su K*^>li.' ^l^t' ' 
^Is tbejHTa il red ur yriluwV ^ (Ohol e lisky et a 1 . l^)o4. Zi3)^^ 



v./t nc L" e xa n i [/U: :3 : 

ARABIC (IKACK): cor re].iti\e disiunclion in stateinent: stiri loo raggi 

bu- {ift.';jc!t M^xiy (^llioi' w ilerrnelon or apples. ' 
siiMp]^' (ii -s M.inciion ir^ one stum: s -li ^^a wwa r , ra't - 
y'^ssiiha Nhas-sagl.) boo 'Wbat do you think, is 

he lm Hu; to L;i,ot this iol> or lua ? ^ (l-vrwin l^)r^3, 307) 

ARABIC (S^'RiAMl: rdat l\a: cH sJmih' t loii in slaicrncnt: jji^^n^ li^^ii^iSL. 

- 1)3 n 1 . y Ti 1 1 n n a h - r 0 J n m ;) I b 1 1 i y a r n ni a b - g 3 p i n en 
^.liino M roust ha\^e tliat gii'l, either with iny niasler's 
,:ippro\-i] or spite: oMiuu. ' (Cowell I9<'4, 39o); 
sii.?j;le (i i s iui;r I i on in question: daraz^ i'^il^i^^^^ 
cLii.<zi;' iMPiyc^ 'l^bj si <:]ass or second cbass? ' {preceded 
by Someone ayihg 'Oive me twc^ tickets] ') 
FINNISH: currebiii\e disjunction m statement: joko Nb^tU tjij^ J^^kka J^ul^ 
'Kit>ier lAiiW) or PeUk i \s ill coino. ' {beh'lTnen l9i^Z, 443) 
su.ii>le : ^ !m; c( i,^' : v; (nie^tfon: tuleckcj ^bitti t_ai l^ekVca 'WiU 
Mitt; . : ] Pei<l,i I. cjn ^n g r af i un at i c a 1 '"^^^^^^^^^ .^'-'^^.^^'^^i^ 

:i bUr.. !< . lUtavi, ria>j^'! e oi t ! nvnuca tion) 

FUbANb ^•wrrtd,.ti o.: = " 1 ;^ 1 , . * i^: t o ) ; i vl^Uioent: ; '^^^ ^-j^--' ^ i;^ll^L^iL' 

koi; iriTi von ' j-,.:f]nn m c^r a bbvck inr^n or wiioever' (Gtenncj; 

I , :•. l:-5';'rl^- i o. (CO sliMii: m^ ivniv/a. f a durn koo ni i ac ha 
'Sh .l] 1 dr. 0 or b«,M-i' d ' (Tayfoi'T^^^)3* ^ "'^^ 
Cj FR '^.bv N : '.iM- i- 1 n . rTsiij rii'vn :o s b«.1 c 1 1 1 e ) : I^cC'ooIim* Jim ofier N'i^£^Y 
v.urd koo';w-i. 'i.o. b.. !' Jm. or Nbi ry v;i]1 conuo ' 
sio;j']r ^iisiuncto, . in '.jncoOion: Wbrci Jiro oder ^^^'Yj^omriicn ? 



^o: i.,ot : . liu : ; C'vO iicMrM irrd m Ibc stuise intended. 
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\r. {ji'W^ r !o r> f :\i out o^st.' r ' iti^>n s r^tKnil the d ist r i but i on of 
I'MTHl^R,, * OK am! 0\{ , v/e liave t.o reter t<j one rntrre cltiss of syntiu tir 
e oust r ue 1 i oi I s . f)ci5ivies 1 1 ale pt' luli: nl a 1 1 e r t ja I i \a; questi<.)ns arid sciUeaces 



(I-'ootnotf 11 contiraard) 

C.jUJy\KATI: correlalive di sjarK'tion in slatetnent: example found) 

bin i pie diri junction i q'aestion: tab rn ah re cab piwi che j ke 
kO^hi d)cj you uant to drink tea, or coffee? ' (Cardona 

H UKCj A l\ I AN : correl:itive dis junction in statemeiU: vagy Jun j^n, ^-'^^^Y, 
Marv^ ]t)i\ ' IVitlif* r Jini \ii con'inii>, oi* Mary is connng. ' 
simple disjunctioii in question.: Jim jdn vatjj M^i ry Uin 
' T : n 1 is c i >m i n ^4 . cjt M a r y is c o m i n g ' ; c p . ^''-\;agy J 1 n 3 j ti n 
■•.ML;y Mary .i^'^i^j which is ur,g j'.m ] m a tic: al m the sense 
1 1 a ended. 

PF'JRSJAN: c t>i*re latiw disjunction in statement: (no example found) 

i>ii::[do d I b jur^L- L i on m question: c^oebve rnixaid, ya 'abejow 
•r)v> you v/ant Culfev;, oc beer':^ ' " (OboTensky ct~iri%Tr4. 138) 
SEv^K [3C->- CKi A'i 1 AN ; c(jrretat:vf disjunction in stateti^ent: ^ 

s ' Lu I LU 1 1 i h p^d > V. t.: i u s vu n u n u i s 1 v. it l\ e r f i |^ h t 

O' r fl e e t o I he 10 vcsX . ' 

sii p. j">]e dis j/nict]on in qutisticju: ieT lioces hct'ii ih 
ra] '\>i) yuu want coffee or tc;a? ' 'Oo you want 
cofft^e or tea':"' {Bi^^^vcll DoS. 243) 
SWAHIi I: c vi i- h^ t : \'e <li sim^ictvon \n statement: ari^n rh wewc an^a nv 

ndnau y-do^ 'inUter 1I is you ar it is your l;roibcr. ' 

si;nfjl<- di s lui iC t T t )n \u (|ueslion: iidi x^yo au'ia sivyo '[s it so 

ur not soV ' (l^crioU I'^rcv, ] i Z) 

The full !.;_3t ■ >: i^^.: bj ■ i i u I -jl. ty i.! ^t.- s (t^i<i s oniiectives is ti:e toUowmi^: 
(I\ridll\[\}. . ,v;[\ 1 :.:k-pt' i:(ier''t que;-tions: 

r;i J i > \K I a s (d;,i : . . lii 



' ~ " ^ ; . 

CiHladx {ARrTfllK;! P'(p^)Lm'(Ui). , ,e 

I . s i !/: <y.^f Liy|:.- -ij^. il- 
I A i VI .\ ^ fv -:)-./,- X.^' 

^. ! ■•',^AbrA:\ (liwr,, I ) . . . h \vo rdi f ; lial si"i r . , , h,i i bh r 
V'^ J ] i si 1 fv / ) . , , czv 

. . , ■ f 
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cuiic relit iiijiii l:u"r:)e. '\\\\:\ 1 tt ^. V : i i 1 u : ( It i (■ H alturnativc c[i:es- 

lii/iis. ()t I'i ! i.i 1 1 la lu- s . '-i a[>p<;areti Id ail'.aA for treu variatioi) of 
PUTIIKR. , , OR and OR in surh c < ni s i nu; 1 i v)ii ^ (e.g. HUNCiARlAN (e.g. 
ki vanc si V'-i^y'-'kj (vajui:) j;5^h^_\'aoy ivcni^RJn 'I woader whether he is 
coiuini; tj 1" not coming. ') atai MANDARIN (e. wu yaii jrdau je igo (hwo) 
shr/ 0^ai)shr lvaiiiM:le hv/os h r / li.ai slir bushr hungcle 'I waul lo know whether 
it IS red or ivU red. ')) aral 19 require KTrilER, . .OR (e.g. ENGLISH 
cunl JAFANESi']; 'e.g. 0.>aka <K'sn ka, Kobe desu ka was\jr(?n-iashitci 
d have t"jrL;-»tU*a wla-iia*.' it '^i> Osaka ;»r Kt'oe, '); a.od two hingviages^ 
iU:NGALi .liai v^i i:'i X.\M I :Si: . ha-/e breu toand t u a p[>uaMTtI y use OR only,*'^ 



(l-'ootnuto I'i ^ oKtinued) 

Ot-l i:: i ndi' I )e i;de ill a a :i I i ^ i j : 

AUA IMO (SVRl AX J y:t;njMa, y.>auir:a . '%a:^i la 

Al^ AEIO (IR AOI) iyr. 

A/] d;[;AL! a:-'! ya- 

l>AS(iEl-: -yiM^ Ja 

HKN(k\ I d '.a, kj 

EXCiEk^E .ii- 

Ed EI01d<: ; 'v; y ?y wy 

EAXd da .Miee 

ElXNEdl vay. 

EREXtWi oil 

GERN-E\X ua^ r 

CE " J A R A I 1 ■/ r e . y y ^ 

lk-\!J:>\V 

\\\ a..' \! a. 'yi^;. 

id:Rsk\x ^ 

RlJbSiAX 



vV AMI \ A aa 



ld-k:%d^'ik\ wayiMM-. ^ ■^yi v';^^'i.-> 
\ ORE A \ Jkia . tAki' 

]■ r,e I a I 1 f s * I r:^ I ae U ; . O -v i l Ui; : 
(l-dTin-nk . ' a^ -aa)-^ ^^.a^t r^'^a' i aa^: 

^ ^ ^'^^ L JadiaX j 
rUE-Xk-\ iU \:; t-a i*Mi), . . ■ .tL.a 
1 \TF:a (yUraaa*)^ an 

XA>dE\a^ : ifaAk^jir). , luvk^ln ; ( 1^ r i r n r y . ^ ■hy'sn 
Q Vv.'d\ i * i\ '\ i )i . , . bi , a iii 
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[{■: .,M:r-., .-Jmi ^. ii-i s[ I'o -uiL:.!! till' il i ot rilv.tion of ErJ'Ul.lR. . , 

OK aiiu (')lv, i.t' tv^ * • iU' - : n'lnhi:! r ovi (1 i s j iinc t i ve c: ounce t i vu scls ib 

the i'ullov^ lii^: ihc rule (^•t U '.u' varialujit ublains loi* tlie ruajoi'Uy of 

{Footiiote Ui k iHiti tuio(i) 

LOrriJi:R. , .ok m cic[)endc-nl cjsic lotis : 
ARABIC (SYRIAN) ^ atn. . 
BASQUl-: -n. . . ala 

IJ I OAK I A N (cjaiiij_^^JL 
CHAT I NO ta.^ . ta 

FIXNISII !.;kn}ian. . -li^^/'-'^n' 
GKKM AX uIj. . . ocle^' 
G R 1*. I >0 pie. h_e 
HA US A"/ k^K . . ko 
JAE^ANI'.S^: ^o._.^tw; Ka.,._.. k_a 
KORI'lAX 

L Al" VLAN ■/ vai. . . yai 
I [TiiL AX 1aV""^ 7¥ a r 

POLLSH e/y. j^-^^lV 
RfJSSRAN ii. . . li 
SFR nO- CROATl AA '.^<iLL',.- .^jJl 
S\V ALII PL kcor.<L • • • iiv ^ll-Il^ 
OR .11 (le:jcii'iei;t f^uestjia^s: 
]^t-.XG\[.l !.a, 
VIPTNAMK^P? PiP Koa.; 
In -i ]' ^a' i;i^ma»^L'r^ there is .oi : nt ro(li]c;1 ory <• oiinect ivc^ heiore 

enPiC^Uu'i; ait-r-. -Uvr • u s 1 1 . . h ^'An. ii lo uoi a rp j i : i^m i va? c.onf:cctiei> aru: 

liii h ,.v-v ;i V ;ia ^i-h/a < a a- . P*i [iiJpCFAK^A^P i o r instaiH'e. there 
IS Aer^ r*'^ i-j^-^- '■'^^a,v M^^.::>. ^?A.-;a t^ulora, wtjon ■ '^''^i^XAiyp 

,vh« 'rc'""h. -a .i n-.'-.i'^ii" .lie :.<aaenrL v: uua^jct t^'»/ ('tlajp), anci V£joji^ 
eu. re:.V)"ai"lr. - i:rP r. i.L -M'^oi" to a v. ad i;s>aiaiag s ^ ^Po r d n i a t e bealeia 
t -> ,! a P:-,- Prht ...rr:.her ;P i li-' .nativv loinK-etivc ^eP P is re^ 
, .. ^ . . ■ ■. ... . .. . . I ■ .: a Uii M r -a; : I L ^ a' -P jaaca i \ r 

.•• ; i ■. i a.^i i a- ■..:!^,a:,o- P Mni'^vla^o-;; a: lal al\^-r>y^ ijv :.ii>SbO>j»: 

. . :i..:lvtra a- ! ;:",ra -:au j'^^daafi lal oe.dr'.u-kj cona>ir;cal l:>y OR. 

'j-;^.;.: s .:-\-..-a.., PPPI a^M -hp'Pa'^ drn'a'M,r.n [y (I .isl<i'd vdudlaT lu^ 
andcia-a i ..^tPP -ait i IP Nc;) A R ! AT : h -^v dueo la a r^u/iiily as a 

pTaTaa-^-^'-rr a' K ..^ : . M^r t ^ >. n im p <; :,eP sna/^.' it ca:cars, ao'ciu; 
...adv-aa. . ^, s s-.i^ .i : d ^rdi .^y . , , J.yypPap: ^Pi^/ ^ '^-^ 
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KirigUi'igos Ui bc' tit cju; I." s utfior \\i,m: *t i U: rna 1 1 vc (ji u* y t u . r iiidc- 

p».-nilcnl alt crtiat i s't' f{i le .-) ( u>iiS . nilt- ut" (yci^ vaj'ici.tiun applies (o about 

lialf ut our sain|>h', lauL^/uigcb i>l llie otltur half rec[uiring OR by itselU 

In (lcp(.'nr.lent c[ uo s I i lai s , few la runjc^ t;ti s liavo the rule (jf free variation 

au(i llsc luaiority rtM[aire }\ f T 1 il-: H . . . C; K . 

Next, v/e wiil ( t)!isiuer the preseuco or cihsence of C)l\.^^ Agaiti. it 

St'eni.s lluit there! is \\o t;e :uMa.< 1 i /, at i ou \o nu'ikt: to coser both corulilions 

M 

uihUil- u-hirh OH a»id tlDSe lurler v^^iirh Al^l.) can bo deleted, dnd that 

K v, L' w'i '-. A { } inak-' i i lU r, 1 1 a ■ , 1 1 ■ > u * th nut tfie d:s iuih:liae e u t:i nec 1 1 ^'e , ^vt* 
nn.r^t diSt!^;^uiba ili'M i.aa r a ; a i m i ; > Waaii ».a *r r v thi . a; else, juat a :^ 
.a.;v'*a-. l.fl i\y6i ^aai^aUv^; :ii/L;a i.t ih-it are iu>t alieraati\a^ c^at^s- 
Uwns, As \vt/ hrw /i'u.-r :\a- AK.M.UC (Oowell T -4 . 39S). anri 



(^^.-HaJa.ae i eura :aaad) 

la ':D'i^-k') '.Ah^i:^v- \ wai-aitiig o ■/ (j]< t.,^ tla.^ ui'U;aijai seiU^.aa:e wuuhi lajt 
.:Itci- Lt.n :i.e.a;..;.^. I" a . \ i a H > s . S V K L\ X A l< A H 1 C : Maa, I R A.QI AV< A i 
atari, aial [n-rhip-; S'.V.Mf!].: laarai , .rllhnur^h tlua^ all vaauiecl a 1 1 e r iiat iva^ 
ta n <lvie a ( j Ut/ :d I : ■. j i i :t , la ca>a"!adi.'d .i s lirot ^lieniljers di ^ juja: ti ve 

< ^ jM:L(.a. I i \a- c^-X ■.;!. Ha- ^lan.' L^iajaads .ill ijl tht:Se .iI^lj laeaa 'of" Le, 
ta^'V vilbt> Ma.v la-it a s -e ^ j lai i I a^ la 1 I'Laist' i.a)!H.ec: I uj'S . it is interesting t r» 
av^e that ^avh < ■ : ; = a^dd * - d (laeriMai eoiaaa'tars are m: lastly 'ihai^-s cjr dl'-s. 

J ^ . . , , , 

i aa<aau e [o ai- ar^^.^ejtiai heUj\"v" [s eoaalej' ta Sanders' ubse r v'al 1 (na 

even it it is iate:{:it In h'.dtf fur fir^ClIdSfl uj^iy: ''Wliide all conrjoctives of 

r/. c 1 aia/ 1 ! .a 1 nai v be i^raskf^iaa c\rvv H i s iu rat i oii must eantain at least 

■ aa..- - pros; 'vi i V e a . x " a, ' { a ' A ^'IS; m,!). l A^theia d [)] je,M*ei \o be 

ti" ae :s [htt aaaa- irr ofjr^ii a ■ ^aLrnla>i"S i > c ^.Ut\v\ \o\'i oi 1he la b1 ca>nnec- 

t:^a• a" .v-i.a: er < 0:1 a . t a «r a s e : 1 .v t a a- : t ? o^ (Oai. tlie eoaditajn is 

v: ' a i t .T L a . ..^^ a:-u:.,. .a. a-aid(M;i .^oi wl ^ il oia (1^^ "A )'iZ;alS(j DikP}*:-'^, 



i\ ae D I J a : 



ij u fjfjit .a a .i lev ■ lAaa' eoateats, ail of 



r . M- ■:' s ' aaa.a . x 
A ' r i-^'V i< ^ A 'd .\ I.' -v iM^ ' } . 1 
AA-. (iin- !Ud^d A j ). A .s i 
( d\>: C n KOI rd^ \' t 
a -^r idXd.:^-. \ ^ ^^ a 



i ^ V e. J] ,a^r:u i a-aio . -.i-^' ( ■ .dl 1 '^'^d . ^ ^^-Iff 
\ ^ 'i , r> {\r>r n ASf IInII" A ]^.].]u■ ]n-a. ' 
. i' j' faa- I vaTA] 1}. A.a ii y. Ml (to)- d AM Ai ■ 
.11 1-1.;. A' f:\a- .! Al-^AAd Sl-d). Biaizhi i^'S^. 33 

: I — , - A -.-r 1 ' '-a A's ^A A "A [ ^ ; a i./A a. ,\ ra^. ar e: 



lb -HV (?..r Ni Hi 'vAd. Aa, 1 i ^ (foi bda.Aof), A.a i; jl idV:. ^a' r A^J. 
■ (K.^r a-.,ai.:. ri;:.^ -a.;r-..>); a e -A-a DA^: I'^'-.'a ^.'1. 
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I'^NCH.ISn, the LHJ are yoine Inghly icliosync ratio iclioni-like coittexts 
which are sc^niiintica lly ciis juiu: live and where disjLiacUvc connectives 
may be oirultecK b.-vulence lor such contexts has been found also ijj 
BENGALI {Diinock ot aL 19f'5, 370), GEHMAN, HUNGARIAN, KANNADA 
(Bright I9t.u^, 33; Spencer 1914, 9Sf), RUSSIAN, SWAIIIM, TIGRINYA 
{Leslau 1941, 147) and YORU15A (Rowlands I9w9. 172). Certain numeral 
phrases snch ay "two-three'' are always among these contexts (note, 
liowever, that in A/.ERBAIJANi, ''or'^ mast Jiot used in such approxi- 
tiiate nufiibers (Householde r and Lotfi 19od, 102) ^,nd that in MODERN 
GREEK '"and" is used,) Olher relevant declarative contexts exemplified 
m grariu'riars are hard to gene r ail /.e about nnd seem to be ahiiost idioma- 
tic, such as SYRIAN ARABIC '^aUa yarhama ^ayye mayyte 'God have 
mercy upon her, alive or dead. ' (Cowell 19f'4, 398), Consideriiig now 
alternative questioiiSj it has beer] found lliat, in sharp contrast with the 
idiosyncracy of the seruaatic - syntac tic condiUijns luuler which the dele- 
tion of OR IS possible in sentences other tliau alternative questions, if 
the deletion of OR is [possible at all in a language in an. alternative ques - 
tion, it IS m tact jjossible in all sue h que s 1 ion s , without further restric- 
tioJKS, In .so.M^e oi lhu,^e languages, such as AM I JAR IC , Ll^G \ , HUNGARIAN, 
[.A'.VfN, :.>nd M A i\ I) Aivl?\ . tlic saroi^ dtleiiori a|>pea] s pcjssiblc u\ embedded 
alternati\"e iqueslioiiS, In fac t, no evidetu:(> lias been found thus far counter 
to the elan it tlj.U OR - ue b • 1 1 ou ne^a-r di si Uigm. slu' s betv.'oe.j i nde p(Mi dcu il 
ai-d e • n i jt- fi' a; 4 ; q'n-ht i^j^^iS ■u.any Jai^L^uaj'e. 



AMHAfUC:: u.aIU.mi) : aw k^iu Us he t;o:H: (ur) [;a<iV^ {Cb.dien i93o, 3lZf) 



1 . 



L-- s i)T /ei'o cutaii.:ci i V t. iri 1 nrlc pc lule nt quest ioiis; 



S( m t e e xai r> [jI e 



KOKl'iAN: i U 




I on 



: s 1j t: ! M >t on J i il i\ 
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This (Muls v)ur ir.\'t- sU e,n 1 1 <>/i C'f tlu.* cotiditionis tliat deit^nnine ihe\- 
presence oi- absenc e or' iMTHJ-vi' -s lIiuI Ol^-s. Molice three shared ]Dro- 
perties oi the geisii i a 1 ( ; ouhi tiMl havt: l)eLMi suggested, i"'irst, all i)t 



(}\jotnote 15 continued) 

K X ci n 1 J j 1 e s u i /. e n) c ( » ! iii e c li \^.^ in d e f )e n d e 1 1 1 c p le s I i o n s : 
AM H A U I C : ma <[ g (en w^y ij n J a l:i i £l<iy_V^iJ c 1 1 i^iili>S£illiAlI d oi n g - y ( - 

abject - marker or) not -doing -n^y-oljjcM::t marker I-ani-not- 
going-to -tell- you" '1 am not going to tell you whether I'll 
do il (or) not, ' (Oholensky et al. 19r>4, 4i3~434) 
AKAFUC (SYRIAN): ma ^>t^^^' ^'^-l i berhi 'I don't care whether 

ll''7'blac k't^ r win 1 . ''(C euve 1 1 1 , 3 98 ) 
f ! UNCiA R I AM : nen'i tudom jOn (^'^'^gy) neni jo'n '1 don't kno^v wdiether he is 

c o I i I ; n g ( o r ) n o t c o m i n g . ' 
I'ANJAhl: mcra kla i.d i]'. b^rab^r "my saving not saying is eCjin> a- 
lent to one" 'Whether 1 say so or not doesn't make a^u' 
difterenct', ' (Gill tat) 
I'he tull lisi yfi larigaageo is llie >1 h : i : j; : 
0'r< lii state:xu:i = i.s : ARABIC 

iM:NG A [ I 

G luma:: 
Hi::\Ci A]< IAN 

KAXN Al^A 
!x USSI A \ 
SWAHII I 
T{GRI?s: YA 
YORi;]VA 

in i n<K.MjendL'iit cpiestuns: AMHAIUC^ 

[^A:SHK1R 
lU'lNGA R! 

r^l.MMAT 

R. ;cj a 

KGR i: \N 

R vir: 

NRANDAin?': 
"i" AMIR 

1 RR: R\ .A 

\ :K r R.\;A 

\ [RNC: R 1 \X 
RA'IR- -^'^ 

xrraTr:': 

1 1 IR /i" AN 
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them arc j>}jucii'ic U.^ s iMiH t : c t.)iiruM: 1 s ^ althi.>)jL^h i)el<jrc svc s.-iv/ 
that Ihor^.i .iri' st>\iiv' 1 r\ie i;v' nc i'aU/ril ums thai e ne. f)n'i pa s s both ronjy^nc- 
tivc" .iiu: (li j u ic t i \f c < ' i ki juc t i s . Si-crjiid, in tjrder to sjjcak about the 
(li St r 1 bull on oi iwu -.n ern^)c reel versus ^H^e -n i e:n be vccl versus zero- 
HKMnbe reci di sj a!ic i c oi u jec: 1 1 ve s , v/e hLo.i to refer to the syntactic class 
of alto mat 1 ve questions as rlislinct from other sentences. Third, whereas 
the class of alteriiativc cpiestions i)ro!)ably behaves iioniogeneously fror^i 
the {)oiiU <if vieu' of the presence arid abser.ce of OR , it does riOt so behave 
V. i t h r e s ] ) c t to 1 1 1 [> r e s e 1 1 c e a. i i ci a b s e n c c (j f ¥] I T H KR . 

T u s u ! n up Wrii' o 1) s c r \*a t i o n s c one e r ri i ii g t ] i e shape a n d do let a b i 1 i t y of 
di s jiinc t na* c vj^t i \ ve ^ : 

1 , T he do 1 e 1 1 a o i a i rj e n \ o e r o f a c o n n e c I i v e set i ! n p 1 1 e s t he de I e 1 1 cjii 
of ;iU oi tlie e?!: b<.r r s to its b^ft (as ol^scrved. oi^ a c r oss - 1; ngui stic basis, 
by Sandt/rs aiid l.)ik}. 

1. >b)ij -first rnci ibei's of ,i counecti\-i' set are always identical v/ith 
each otlit. r Aithiu thai s^a, 

3. KIT ni]R fM\ a^^d OR wxc l^cik^ rally io fret; variation in sentences 
*a[ier tli:in u h e lui - t . (j.u*5tun:s; ^TTHI*'R...OR is g<*nerally required 

t<3r dep(.uuuMa C[us. stion^ -o cl VA) \ is ta ' ' t^-^ ^'-^^ 1 1 y t:xc bidud m independent 

(jut^ s 1 1 <y.\ s . 

4. OH >s fUdtU/iolo in so^ue bin^inc^vs \\\ all - - i.e, U:de]Hu;dent an<i 
r.ob(.' i<U-d - .1 1 u- : . 1 . ^ ■ ■ : ^ . a . i , s .'oui m ^,^^\\\^ hi:i^uiL;es in hiu;hlv tdiu- 

■1 . ; : \ .' i . v. c > ^ . . ■ ■ , ■ U i ' < ■ : ■ > ' i ' ' . m t .:■ j ; a ; : l i ' ; r "i b i ; t' \ d't \ - 

f< ' Tf: a . s . . 1 ■ V, v : : r o ■ . 

;)-s- ..-viO. L a '. /; r-. [M^ddi..'<: .^:;d m^;]^ p<.:M : d f.Ma 

,1 ; t ^ r; 1 : ' (■ u-(-a- ;^ri' > : o i^io r ,: j 1 y idi-i:tni] in shijie, 

!. > ,' 1 i'n.- t [ I ] . a d - i : ,M i ^ ■< ' t ■ r ^ M t i i ^ ^ ti r r ; o UU.- i d • ' b. (\r 1 r * v d 

sn .! 1 1 kMU'- n V ■ ■ ■ ^n o-ti:.m) t Iv^ n Oi ::. lit rin t ■ '.a sr:Ue:nents se^'ms to hr-ive a 
|v.r,vlUd -o ■ ..->a;."/ :n-.... i-':a,:on ^■. liud-. I > ;a .:a reduiid/! v m! a 
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c L)iist line tjt III til s i uiK. t i st.ili'riU; 



i. [ (c^ non ■ . : r-idcU^i' y (jf the saniu 

is . ' i 1 1 r u I ) s i:. r vi\ t i t H i 13 this: the ne t4 • 



alive a 1 1 c r iKit i \e is ilelei.'hic iii ili 1 1 r n a 1 1 ve qneslujr^.s i)eihaps in all 
la 11 giuiL^c is ; b\it U \^ lioU (leletv5l)le ir tlie. cor respondi jig j)on -que st ioiiia ; 

is ;t ln't / iri y a-Hun . mu s with Is it h(jt or is :t not hut?; bat It is 
liut . not synop.ynuius wAh It is hut or it is 110! hoi. 



i,4 How is I lie C[uc si lunhuL/cl of yes -no c[uestioriS to be represented 
m the ^l^'«^'p 3t r ' ic m re 

5 . i . I A sniriMiaiy 01 rt^ oai r t-me uT s . (Jn tlie basis ot" all tliese facts 

* i : S'. : IS s abwvf. \> e v.- ; H iiipv ■ r ^ :j v-.-i^r i* 1 lit' tv/o cpiestions la^scci m the 
begini;:^:^ ^a this cijajarr t^ijo^H th<.* iia^'wo ol riu: d i H e j*e i)^" <.• V> etwee-:! ill s - 
!u:aMive s t t r : ; n; : : : s aval v e :n - :a: 1 n- sli on s * l"he a n s^ve <i li>ng w it h ihi; 
la' 1 1 u I v^.^ ; nc;j 1 sj>t.'^ i f : c . i y i : . nta oatai t!nM'(^ .jru tak'.*n tt.> const it nle 
r-t/q i 1 r»/i ^ . i'.a s ^..a' ^'l^it 1 i^.: abs5i":Ka sirurhiiU' (A' yt/S-iio c[ae st 1 ca"i s , in 
.aidit:on to ^. v^r.t ;u n i ;\u >i Olv 1\01'~\. sh-atlci o..: ] i k«." , 

'riK' LLisI qu-::>ia>n ■ ^ :^ s i:^-- thoJ soo*pi^: thu]" y i* s - nu v[ue s t i o : = s 



:\ re I ^> be r e 1 :i t t:d t t ; i ; sir 



!ih<;r lh.'M sla te] lie n t s . Jdie answer 



IS that yc'S-nu cjn st 1 t.n a-^ .U(- snnilar in c rt :f. i j s reS[jca.as to iiiclirect cnie 
tnais riaai h.) v. h o ..a- sra'.)a s a r:^ v. <.-n .t. s Lo ^>thet taaist rata i on s svich as 
1' n r)e r rit ivc s , re i' tines ar:d eei'tnui st a te i a e nt - t y {h' s . 



.1 V ■ V • n I IT. : 



■h -1 



w I t ; M ^ s ] I m J n e J' t ] c s . e < 
:n.d -fls-> -.^ath rrsr;ect 



l-:n:t]i> . V 

- ! ; , a;i e .1 n.. a 
? h i : s a^. i : ^a-' ' 

a-d. t..L^i!a V 

it r I : U • ■. e . \ 



a. u : i : la- . : . t 



A lKMa as va* 
: !v» a!; -a oar 



! ] 



r I ' e "ai 1 hi' de haabi ) : t v da^ neun* 1 

' la a ■ a ; - r : t - I < > s i n • a > ^ ' = . ' ; i- : d < a- 1 1 n a ^ 1 i' n < a : i < : 
1 h.'l a . M hn:,; . . !; da., v - l, l h a n|a»i v 1 . ^ il . 
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becomes ex])lariat i;ry of such \VLd.^S5>i*eci(l facts as the question "Specific 
^ihape C)f (!i ^ iMiH/t i \'i oi i no c t i\'c^5, anri thtnr f r(.'(]iU'ni reduiKlanc y \n y^^s- 
no f|uestiuiis, -is woll as tin; rc^lui:( ki lu; y uf \hc negali\-(j al r nc'il i vi* . 

3.4, V' [)e r^fornia I i ve theory. Trans- 

forMialiunal theories kif ''i[ue stioi^hoocl'* all shtire two j^roperties: they 
cUtfe rent late questions troin other constructions in the deep, rather Iheiiv 
in the 3\irface, strucliire; and they differentiate them as a sentence tyjjc 
rather thar^ m terms oi a discourse type* On the other hand, these 
th^•ori^/s cuff CM [vkk:) c/ic!i oilit-r v<.M!h rvS]K:cl to the extent iii which, ihey 
^iccoiu.i f<->r sy: tactic [jr c^[)e rtu'S uf ciuestions. From this point of \ueAs^ 
their chairn^j c ju or l iaSiiMco mto Iwi) classes: 

1, Q'Kcstions should hi/ cli5U!";inn sht^d from not; -que st ions by an 
underlying qu<'sti;ju marker wqucli lias semantic but no syntactic structure, 

2. Qutrsti«uis sill : aid Uc disli.j^uisliefl from noi; -que s 1 1 on s by an under 
lymu cp.cbi 1^1.1 i.'.^ivkvv ^^hHu: has iMjth stuuanta" aiicl syii tactic struclure. 

1 he first .{ppr<>,icli is e ^empl i fied by K:tt^ an^i p(jstal"s account 
( I 9 ■ 4 , 0 ) , a c o r d I >! l; t ( j 1 1 i c h t lie r e s a u e s 1 1 o n m a r k e r \ n I h e d e \ > 

structure of ccicstucais wh. uli they c:j, 11 CJ. i'liiS marker has the sei":i arctic 
iiU<j 1 ]) re t -it u Jii [ >tsK v-m; l.> ud I !ur. Si]*it t Q is s ijjpijt^jcd tu l>e a sini;Ki. 
u!i si lua T u r<, c '-.d s yr :l ! c I a .d i y uuaiialysud marker of que st i onfiood , there 
IS nc! s^K'^ ifu; i j r<" 1 1 c t : ran a s b < (C i j te d witf^ it as t<.> jiusl IiO'a' ([uc- s t um s should 
di:t./r oC:.; - -a -M, -i -i ..^ ^ a . , . c u^ , Ka»/. aiid P<^sKtl ust^ C) e!--able 
th'.ua ; r :<^t ai.. u, : r :\a t' la^ s t i a ' ' a a- s a n a d\a' r bs sac h a s c tj r ta m I y 

i a i . \ ^ . d .'^ t b ' -d - ' ; . a ; a M w\ v a r ai i ; ■ a s 1 u a . a i a i l ■ > [ v\ ^i^o v cp i a ^ t a a. - 
S 'Jt-a ; : a' ^r.a'a-da^' - ! ■ a . S 1. a 1 U v\ ■ f ^ . r : la^^ < a -a Ul br asc<l t a) a . a r Iv 
aaa^na..-> '--uu'a ;* irw;a -ct,- aaat - ia ^ry '^Jhc'' a r bd r.( n 1 y c >s» a i a \- b 

'd' ■.. .u 1'. Ta- a-a^.-.a. b a s aaaalia.. aiarl^ar !:i'b:> -a!]^ I'f^Sjicct t-* the 
r a ; i* ■ . i . i; a -a a ^ a v. . p.. : a a v , ' . a i t. v ' ^ *a i ! ^.y - : s li a (^a v ■ i t r a a a d * , ■ i a 



■ C: . rrjr- :•<■ I- u .t 



o ' • a i ^5 
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'i hu oiily sir lu." Lu ra I [)i't.j[>r rl y lli«it \o )ls ^;po^";lu" rulritu.jn Lv) ihu 

St ilt tMK't: it. Miarl'w-j: ih i.i u is, i;i l\.itz rn^.d l\jslaWs forMiniatioa, sen-- 
I e nee ~ inil i <i 1 . 1 his is um^s'i ihisI y 'Mie i>t many {xjssible ehoices ui ordering 
Ai\d siiteo Kat/. and Pc^stal did deeide ^>n a ]jarlicular alternative, ratlier 
than positing uno rde r echie s s whieh. vvtnild ha\'e Ixicn a way of e\ading the 
{>i'oble!n, tins wouhl suL^uest that there \s'as sckhc rnoti\'ation lor theiri 
to (h) sei, Whereas t h ; Mnjtivrdioij v/as not made explicit ljy Katz and 
l^jstalj Bal<er (1^^70) dul exj^hnt the explanatory ptn\ e r n die rent in order- 
ing elaiMis Willi rubiiH'ei tu Q. [ le eorreUilcs tlie iji'der of Q witli the order 
<^f (juestion [>artic hjs .tnd qi;e::>livai [)rtjnv)ii t^s ii: a setdence. Thus, for 
!:.lXC}laSn, lie ti^:ecpis K<:l/> .md l '>.>stal's s c i . 1 nc e - i ; 1 nU C), because of 
the- Ivtet that It", whether, mil the \ch pro{ion;is <iaa* all sent nee initutl m 
tins* laji^nctu^-. 1' • > r 1 1 1: i i ■ v/hiMa- tlu: C[Mest"iaji pirlicle is senteriCe- 
h n..M , lie ;>•. .'Silr: s '.uu <.o a' <.•-■! i i :-t 1 

and P'.^slah.^ ri.a .;-d,y di^-s i.^a OiMKL' syiit.uan; chmns abont 
the st<Lten:ent ~C|'u^ St ; 'U; e^^iajUirit: :t al^u nj>j;ears t{> Kill short of rehitui^ 
cna.:. stions, s t^-n ni n 1 ic a 1 1 y or s y n t e I ic I y , to t: o nst r nc 1 1 on s to whicli tliey 
tM'Cir re s<nn i bhir:C e . o n i;e rn t i\ e s , nccordiieg to Kui'A niul Postal^ ha\'e a 
s<.- p:i. rdtf ijotrin^r vshali shiia I'.i.j pr oj)t,M't i</ s ".\itli Q otluM^ than serdence- 
iintiality. lndirt.-ct cnu-hti jt^s art; nt>t assu.iied io have a Q in Katz and 
i^.,sn-.i.l K ad^bc.*^..d: In^'V C:; . ?ni[a.-r"s ace',:'nni (h^V^d '.eho.di is b^^setl 

dd".r >■ .^:^'0 'U'- -v^ C : ■ n i f u. ■ M I ^ . . S - ^od ">alockdj ihe^'nes, 

i<v.'r)S (h'V(') posil^ a siMa^-jiir ; c- ivv piuM sa bl f - s i suy to you into \«/]iich 

tn.';;r>, r»a:.:^rs1s [mU tbi. ; aoU o r : 1 1 1 1 i \' i i , ■ v , U ^ j r':ol j (a'tpa-sl *;>t V'^o 

I V 

ty a v^r; odl {.-^ '^o' aaii-.d: {]■''(■■'[) pi:s:t^ - s.-no-iuu' v/h(^se su!yu'-.i 

'"'"dda; Mie'U'V "! tie r ; v o'o i - ; 1 1 \ v staderi e ; j^<.aMa)o i'a 1 e d in t ra ns l o i ^ o :.i - 
I ....... i ^ra. - ; r.i ■ , . .^,e:0.. a ii aui ^ - r.a. .ds.^ .-.muei-. 

sre.V^ ] J ^j!) -..vdi > p,K;3d . l.d! .ae (Utl.er ll;at. . , or lhat. . _^ !\-j>e drop 

.■Ur;AUUiU' I'Ji" ;i ■ r o o at ::> u <>, a; . 'iisM: aiai net/icui's "cpu'Sla^n- tr.nnr 
, ^. .r>:sla.a ^a■ ;'d,.:/i Vun^, -a i Vv>^i 'o t ^d 1 r^e (h^ .Sdl). 
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noun is the s}u:rikt;r, v^^liosc obit.c:t novni is the hearer and whose verb is 
a verb ot saying responsible for the type of the sentence which is em- 
bedded in this liyperstiuctvire ~- whether it is dechirative, interrogative, 
or imperative . 

All the differtMices between tlie two theories stem from different 
degrees of abstractness that they assume for their performative sen- 
tences. These abstractness differences relate to lexical realization, 
or "pronourtceiibili ty"i and v^ether performatives can be embedded or 
liot. Ross' performative sentences ^ire f\illy lexicalized ones vvhich can 
be pronounced or they can be deleted. Sadock does not specify elements 
of the hype rsentene e to tlie extent that lexical insei tioti woidd be possible: 
hypersentences are entirely abst ract structures tliat never surface, 
^iic^j Sadock allows for the etnbeddability of hypersentences as the object 
compieinent of ordinary verbs of saying in order to accoiml for direct 
quotatioTis, vi\d he allows for the nesting of hypersentences in order to 
eic count for constructions sucli as ecVio questions. Ross claims that per- 
formatives cannot be enii>erided into ordinary sentences, but he tacitly 
allows one pe r f o r iriativc to l>e embedded into anotlier; his question ptjr- 
t o r m a t i ve is a < 1 e c 1 a rati v e per i o r n lat i v e embedded in an in^ pe rati ve 
|)e rfort'i:at 1 ve , 

It is the qricslioi- (^f how to rcjiroE^ent unrl e r 1 y i 1 y overt jje r forr~?ia - 
tlvcb ^v^i;^:h - ^ar Sidi;v k !(rei rh s ^ i s f 1 eel l^ilh i I h In s uv/n t]"'M)j-y 
ai.,1 -^-itf: tn N • > \ iii Kz-ss' ihcory u::h j'h: r f^j r:o ali ve s are not 

dvj. r: I ! t ij ^'i b; .1..V t'i' f ■■ L ■ : ; v/lji'iLMi. I o 1 ) \'e s art: d omi i j'j 1 ed 

4jy a [;<• rf r ir*<i 1 1 \ v. I < I'iiisteri thiii slup urdrbi v/ctuld derived froivj 

;i siL''h;l:ire |)./ r i .i v <vS I ^Je^.lrire io yt;u tb^il 1 c:liiuster3 tins ship 
Ij; if the ^( lb jb NHSti I in ]ts c: ut^is t * 1 1 i vl: Siuist ])i in its r f o r m at ; xa- 

sense, it" .-^m.}^! Ii^l^^/i' doij^i im1 . jr^ w» ■ t s ! . '11' thi^ ptM'torm- 

otive trieaiii^;- li^ -'ssociaied -vitb (he lad' <jf Some? bin t^, as opj>o3r:d to the 
r<:uiS: A I J ve nu/AKM.;. i i t • ^'de i' t < j vir<(^i,!it t o v sluv rt^d iV/iUacs r't |X'r.tor-: : lativc 
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and c on slat i scritesxud i:: a : n o ti \';iU:':i .vay, Sadi.ck (197Cif)) posits that 
po r format ive s are cioiu i rialed by an abstract hype rsontenco embedded 
into an aV)Strav:t sviperhyperseiaci'ice, ilselt laieiiiVieddablo . 

The performative hypothesis is clearly a more anibitious one from 
the point of view of cxplaim^:g synt?-rti.c properties of sentenc es thari 
Katz and PusiaTs Q marker. It seems that of the various syiitactic 
properties that arc posited for performative sentences of declarations 
by Ross and Sadock Die stront^est case can be made for the existence of 
a first and a second person nuar* ^>hrase. Syntactic reasoiis to posit a 
first person noun piiras^j ar.d a seconci per^ictn noun phrase as occurring 
ill thtc pe r lo nn al : N^e scrilencu tLSSuciatt-d witr, declarati\'e sentei'iCes are 
i>f two kinds. First, it enr+l>les oi'»e t^^ deriv^e tixc personal pronotiiinal 
fiirms ! <in<t vcni xhiit '/ccur iii ^^rdinary scEiteriCes v/ithovit any overt 
ra>mnial anlecetievU (svich as ■ - 1 p^' ' '^'^'^ sv)n^e anlec edent - le s 3 

i:rst rit\u sccund perr^oii v ^ k \ \ pronuuns (s^icli Th^s was written 

b Y ^ I a r y a ! :<\ m yse h . ) 1> y o rd \ n a r y r n 1 (j s o t p r o 1 1 o m i n a h a t i o n and r e f 1 e x i - 
\-ii^ati on, re s|>ec t i ve ! y. ^■^ir a Lie! ailed discussion of how strange facts 
ttbrxit^ the di s t r ibut :<.>n of pt-i'Si^ri^J ajid ref)eXj\'e jjrvMKMtns in EXC/LiSH iriay 
he expKtuujd wMhin a pc rf rn . . ? ^a,"e \)ii^i>ry see lloss 1"'^7 0 and also Sadock 
!''Vub. r s<.jnie crUicisut <)t Rvss data and propCfsed rules, see 
Andt-rson TmO. Stc^'i.d. (he ri : t r :hut )n of vari^^us :^;'b'Masses of per- 
S"_u;ai !>r uUi.-: i; , l1 \^>:\-\-: cd:- ar-ci ,iec!)u a<.;d )<iv 'Y.'.s rr^iMwut-r . 

tdo.:k (Im^'-O p.u;:3. ..: » ni;:' V .ch VANA and DAKO'Y \. 

trie se'v .a tht^ Sj.c-^ke:n -.al A ^ Kv ^< r , K(^'n]A'::, FKKy.ClL GKRMAN, 
rrAIdAN atai KlKv'Vr U : s >^^\-rl-purs.uut! ' d; r^U^raaA' ixMwcH'i- ti^e speaker 

hearef d«* 1 r u^ i : tk*- ch^'U^e <a la/rt,:!::, pr^r.^ ni'i:d fiirrns. 7'hesc 
'Ic-^-S'.Vir T>r ':>;h' rt : c s la,- !;r'i:/?^r'S ct-uld si^et ified Xhc higra-r f^r st 
d stu.... 'Ond per:5i'r. iaau.. ]duuv.a/s. 

'Ma.' "-.^ i' V ^ :\ 0-'^ Ui^ *'sed ta p^^sit a 

ftrst and staanal per:??^ fa' a. r^kr:«ja- in pe vivi jMiali\"i' -va <aa: t- 1 <i:^i>a )<U ed 
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<i<.'tatlud r> rc SiM:ta t i >ji roi<,;\'ant fads is L^r m i t lij d , \V<j lust as.^'iiiie 

here t licit iiuch nnuu pliraJ:ictJ aru [>usite<! anci wo v/ill now hrni tu tlui 
<Hiestir>n ay to what kind of ca sypvtactic c^>nstrucli<.>n c v^ntaiiiis Ihcsu 
m)\in ph iMSi*. a . 

If the perfurmativc is a fvill sentence, thim, accordijig iu Ihu siir plest 
hypollu^sis, wc woalcl expect rules that operate on ordinary seiitenca^ 
c oMStitiient s also to operate on performatives. Ordinary sentenc es 
can Ije JtL-gat^d, t'lV' bedded, btiing en\l}t:dcied into, and con joined , among 
ot he r b . Can these s y n t a c 1 1 c p r ^.^ c esses ;\ p pi y t o j ) k:- v i o r tii a I i vc s ? 

The possibility of i ^^^^^^tin^ pe rforrnativa- s has not been explored, 
biit it does not seer;i luireasonalde , both on sen^ antic and on syntactic 
grounds, tliat seritt^nce negati<ni be re [) re se ntefi on a deep level by 
pe rforrn at i\'e ne ^4 ition. 

Can pe r to r;nat i ve s be embedded? As we l^ave seen above, tliis is 
assumed in Sadock l'^7<ja, b. Qjie reason why this seem. 5 to be an impor- 
tant a s su;"ti ption is ihat m tliis m -inner we can relate questions t^^ botli 
imperative arni dechirative cons1 met ions . Assuininer that the perfcnMiia- 
t i ve s e tite nc e o i n n pe r a ( 1 ee s is a s t r uc t n r e pa r a pi ira s a b 1 e as I o r d c r ^'o u 
t hat . . r (y^^^- ^^^^ snch atul such), and llic decla i'ali\'e ]')e. rformative is 1 say 
to you, ciUfA asc^uniiu^, ib.O p^' r i i j r u^ at i v i,- (^mbeddiiii is p(^ss^lde, wf eai- 
])Osit the (pa'Siiwn j r I \.> r : : . a t i e to ht.- \ ^^laU^r ve'U lliat y^a s^iy 5o lae, , . . 
As it. was r: otitp^nee -b- ^< , this 1^ the (.[Kc^iiow ] ,e r f c ^ r ! ; ■ ;i t ^ \a:> saL;L;e^led 
by Ross O'^^^b .V^S) and, ii- lleit it r<^lates c[uestiuTis tr> iinpe rati ve s , it 



In juditio.:, they sliouid aisu trdo: ::^e rite nee Mfb.a'rijs. This pj*<e>erty 
ot pe r f LM'i e at M"e s on < sc f no . ' s a r j bt* eAjdeOed r e j)] a 1 ra re; th«' .-ec ei'- 
renc*.^ of r>\K'h ..c.e.ci-;>s A .^ u»r the laiii l.riie, l:rsl liiuillv etc, hu h sb;es\ 
no occurre! ce re I at ■ on s '^atli tlie sentences thr-y t 00c cur watii and ^ee;u. 
S».e e a!U u*r^ e y , /tj' ; u' o > f m;-, t i \'e ^^e; mm e i-^-. (S-'d<:<^^.. !'''7^"-,^j. 
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Tlu} jAJSilirii; tins rvsc iKia: already assnnies lhal pe r t u rrnativ<: ^ 
i.M^ly \ic crn'>c*ri(UMi fjul tfiat they caa also be t^anbeddcd ijilo. Further 
ovidePAU' th:il tins ks U'ao s s i J i^f si t.a 1 byra^rlaia {properties ot qiie st i oi^. 
which tiwy slttirc w ith. Jsi;i)wrcMp,,.«ted c on ^ I r act iuns . The followmq facts 
all seem tu make It [>l uisiblo that test; oris avVv, on s^>ou: le\e..I, sal)- 
' > rd uia t d ui] St r at' t i t ui s . 

lii Sv-toc hi ; I l;U. o tht-Ma- is ,i ubo i'd um U ^'t.^ ca;n fuac ! i \<'}iich occurs 
;m oriW.>efhk'd q'a'Stioi^s ..oid, » -faT un. i 1 ly . ia ladonondoja questions. Such 
are PIUXOAKIAX l^.^y :Oul 10. g. Uf.'NGAHIAN ^2^£_gk£j;^^ 

!i!£ill!£iili^^l^i2i" h™'^ 'd-riokL^l tkU he-wanls-onc-cf.if^sVa)n" '1 asked h^m wliether 
he wantjs on*,:. '] WAUMHI o^y^^n: k,i-j^^-*}ka yufTo-Tina t ja pa- tav/unu - kvi ra 
ya-nn, "ask-iaa/:^ nia:::,-! -y ■ ! lha[-yt;n wVietla r l:/a\a;-tv» gf'-[:)ast" d'rn 
asking ytiv. wheiho r ^"jo -vrni to \\)\\[\. ' r.o.v ana - ka lav yiapa yiajo ~npa ya - nu 

I own- to v.lu*il:er iImi-v mi ^o-past' 'Hid you v^o to t;.vAai? ' where yaju- 
\s vhe ucnL-ral s obr oai nvi n o' rii;d tjapa is tin r|uo s t ik.^n o orn plenientizo r 
(Ki/naeth H.tlvo p, e . ) 

UUarj n(jUd tjs o inai numfii-r n{ lanLo::^ ^^e - as dAa'Vse as 

LXl)OXt^S[A^:. [IIJXGARIAN, ;tnd the i<o-n nu e htnL;ua^es the relative 
;ind the quL^siion i.oa i^- 'an iO" i - , • a* ph< d o uai H y n hail no W or ^nnuhita jast 



Thai tht' s.tOM,' ro ildr-i i= r s i aU'aun'a s i - ^tp. iv\-a oy iwo l.>itb ot e\a-- 
«,i*nce. Oaeis .i hoi nhoi! MhMMC* ri-.a(Ml hy i\iJSt> !-^70 that a particle 
hu:h ii» u!)l!aat^'r\ n>r h., j ro i r: a t e^i c laa ^as c ,tr; .tlsc' bt; as<'(} o7^nc>nali\' 



n I ioao!u-n n i- 



■ .o; "f i V »as .>!i«o .Of i'j a<ost o'a'i s , Ida/ othov s the 
■ 1 bo^a/ -naa-t ii'ia.^d !:\;r/Mo's;^ th-ti fi)-::il ;•: d > oial p>"i>rO'') ]-)erj^on'U pr*^ 
'a.'ons aor! ret h ■ o..•^ ^ \^■h■^ h ^*^n"a) va ! *i t o : a- n* ^vain^nt >nteciMkaa:3 ^ .o: 
be deiasi^^:. nv -^loai. .yr-'^i ■. . a ,il o . r ' a >r^ .'--d ja' ' h ■ n ; ' ■ on* 1 o>n ralt^s. 

;>rdcr fi.M' this b- Iva-. tli pi'f^ni>a;iS Oj Vir dem.ed must be in pror,: 
..■ a-i!a- -d. p. -■■t- ■ ^ r> • a. d-.u r ;,;.n-^ -■^hv:a„ i , d^' r'<.a-bo---: i 

1 i V' a.' In. h ''A V - - o d ; ; ■ ■ ^. ■■. .. ■'< o ! , « i ] ^ • . i , u i ; a f n ) i . i h ..t t m ; -^j j ■ t. • r 1 1 a a sj ^ aa-^ .3 
■■:;a;;erordr. -trd . . ,i - ■ . 
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an attiviipt ti> <lv:r]\r (Imjsc^ ]>ruiio!nii5 from n ctHDincia sourta^ (hi is accfjiait- 
iri^ \\)V tins ! of 1 INO 1 .1 SlI auir[)hoh)^y Slockwcll (^t al . ' ^Off) 

argut' a gainst llu.s analysis by [)()intiri^ ou( thai ihv two classtis or (jro- 
iiiain.s l>rh i\ f' d ; f 1 i iait 1 y froTii viach :jllu.»r: Piud i^ij))ng rUjcs not apply 
to 1 nit' 1" r4;^a M s but j[ d<n.'s \(> vchii'ivo cJauses; thri'c is jihrases cati 
occur in tpu' stains but not in I'elativti clauses, there are cjnly two relative 
[)roru>uns l> at i au.abi'r of c^iu-stit^n projiiiuns and c[Uestion pronouns are 
"niinus specitiv" y^lif i car) relative prone^uns are either "]j1iig'' or "'ininus 
S[ji:ciric". d he labi aaa;a;!u;nt they havt; :t t^a i n st rliC i de i\t if i cat i on of the 
tv\aj ;)ia>:u>M:. Up^':? !iMt rtd^oi\t' })ro3a>U;:s ata- pradictable i:>y a slaiid- 
ard pr who: ] i i !v;d a^rii a riih^. v^/r;ereas question |:)roaouns are not. 

it. ho\«.-,' ..a r" ({'a sli«ifiS are laipri) stait<id as iUihe-dded copiSt ract ions, 
then lilt" saa I' i> ta^awa ; a ta 1 1 / at uhi rub* that [MaM]a:Ms rrdativaj pronmnis 
also prtahcts ^'piosfaia pronoutis and tliis last argUMuait against the 
i do lU 1 1 ic a I a J vU tla.' l\\o jaa)no an typ^^s ud)l( 1j aia^ : o r pf)o I c^i^ica 1 1 y iden- 
tical m soaa- hint;aaees becoraes invaltfl. 

. ■ • * 

r ' : n a 1 1 y . It a ' ; s s < i v: h a t u 1 1 • ri c e w c hj a \ e t' o r the c t a i j o i n a b 1 1 i t y 

0 f pr r i o r i rai t ! \a' s . 

f^d-rsvUi (1 ^) i^h.v.vod havv ccMaam facts of MORR aral also of TING- 

1 isn Cftr bt; a( (aana»:d toi" \i \^;e assui.o^ that p^M' t o n > . a 1 1 \a: s of dtaMara- 
live srint^aices (atn b(- C\a uaia cl m thost^ 1 a !i L^aa l;i • s . i ii MORTb there 
are i'.vo ko^t^ i. . < : , ■ w ; . - ■ d s^MatMa^t«ri: d ^ m-.i( o^b a a v ■ aj ■ l la;- 1 ; oi , , -Adaaa* Ma: 

c a'i a » ; :t • d ' ^-la:-, « \ a' s» < jUc/ja : ad ^ w s a'^ ■ a h a :a" < ' i a a, cIku"!, and lauii- [)o nd - 
t/nt a i ' a i ; o. N . \'la']".' ' [.''i i- ; t-saarx v i'ia^'vaioa bol^voc!; tla^ t\e^' 

'/er'js, i in: e ^ a a . » i a. : bj the la tier laia^a, la rje])tMab.! n( e om a ?a' ! i tan ::; 
t ae Cfaa.ert^t( ^ - ■ f Ua' s.d)auas of t ho ^aai Svatfi.cos a ta*' uUoit :c a I 
riad ■ ]',k: r\r . ] ii Ma-:; |,aa>[MrSt^a tfi a^a^oa^t !'<o' tho fl: st r : bat a a: va 
t};r' t\-/o i . ■> .a :a t ^ -.■^ . s vv.a d 1 ^\ ^ f o i' aio se^'i.o^!;c daa-jaa^co !>iav»/<'('a \h.r 
W* ' ' \ • ' > o ! ■. . >■ I ■ a^ ■ o. J ; . . : ,) •, a V ao I ia ■ s a a a v\ * ba 1 a : . t liO r >.i i a ai a ■ ^ ■ d lO a 



a-: a .n-' 
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vi f>t ■ rr.i I ] 1,1 tLM.i , liL' Tf.'. r, iM thi' v„-.s<' u( unit' [>! ■ luliMit u M J u ( I ( ) u <.:ach <^:c;i\~ 
uii.^i h I K:? p jii'ii. m' 1 tlu^:^*' |:>u i" u> r 1 1 1, 1 1. i s ixvv c n joi i . 

I lir* Li ]ii tju'^t,: ^ I i' i 1 un n , tliorctnrtr, Cv>i;j(.>nib ihu iv,<> cunjuiiCl s 
ur.iy s^Jpi" rhj. 1. ' ■ I y ; .;i)sli:'i;t Icvt^l, it is a comuM t:v»i [>olv.-(iun two 

[it r t^ M"in ill I '.'f , 1 la; vli si r i IrM ^m' Ia nncl ti caii I ho n In^ (Icto rii niiud by 
a ::Jiin|>l<- i'-ili.' ii.^ ur.lnu; t^' v iia. li la Lajiiiu^cts sunUaa^-eh; of alt: iit ic a 1 sub- 
^•'..■t A\]'\ ii i ^ <• t rii: ; ,1 ! ;.a' ^> <,'t' no n - 1 tha^t^ ,t 1 ial)_ua"'1ra V^etersen 
1 ];i!!.is till I ].'\(l!.^s]l n^ij ri ):>ai'allul v o u y t r ata i s , C^i.nijuniLal s talk- 
ie. a D'** \\ '.6 J ''his <!iul Ik- w'iMlI It.* V>Lai, tou aTci of ihe 
\ ?\a =.aa; tsp^^, o.(a-r'v';/S ,!uuu a^ai tuiaio ^vaaa tw l>e(l, tv>v:j, is ^.>t 
tia* <U: [jca i^'ia ty['^'* s ^t,aaLiau c ^ T rob ptaahwu: u . ih<t ro 1 a t i on s In p 
In-: wa-L' :i [[iv i V . r 1 p ^ ^ ! UlUii :*nci i"'XCM,iS!I coiiSt JMictionsM s shou'n 
\>\ {\\\} . u .i.r;. i !h:a :;i i>otli laiji^aaLa'- C'^jaai;"i inark(M S lia\^' 
t * '\'/}a. fi ^ ■ D'- :a :. V V ■ u-^-aaii m tia: vm ul d(,!pdalcnt conjuncaa;;; 

a-ly ^a" r i^:. l^- .v. : c; i:i llu: cif^-ir r?;" i i alt' | j./ ; .(i ^aa c anjunc t loa . in 

Mv.)i\I'!;, lui a"L:^a'-. :.a liuat: s <>tV]y va^c '^ic c la r ri, U \ t- [j-.rMclc per cleptaul- 
t-atsy i.:ia^ a i LL.-a si^^a^ r « : : ■ i^oih vaHi^inaas ha\a^ to liave one it tin' 

i;=^'ia:naaN ..! t <■ ^a' ic- na .^.a- . ' v a^ ^ ; . ^a 1 , ;aal ai l\ 1 1 J SH . lou has only una 
' 't' \\i<: (. t.u\jn;a'ls \ Ut:.i.ia: a: tla/ ^:.^::>t^ (A a'alt'iM' 3\cUaa c v)a3o\airig , as 
t!a- abr'^'c! -l;] \-o:. rxo/^- l-- -livj-a., Ira it hri^ both or ituon jf tln-y ,\rc <lf- 
aa(.S£j V' i^a i^ J s . ^-oH. . at./ojf:, on .si;!^j».'ta LlrJ<aa)n .tl^^u ^^'oa- 

■ , .^a^.i r,a>K' . I- >U^i'}'^ :.'r...:a olr^ifa-J saifjtu-t ^-ao; br* aalotoc] in 

.\;St; ^a ^a •. ■ ^ .. ^ ■ ■ ' a : i :: :;Oi .! 'o:^? n^a hi. a/*! in a,:i^;o or auita- 

li^a^dtaa o vira c,a ! n : I u . a. i./CCiaiSil, <K"lf,aa>n is i)l>! i ^<i te> J" y in clefjeial- 

: 1,! I- . ^ ro, : ; : p ■ . i- J ?:;.'.■■<- ^ , I Ij^'i: c , w a^ Isecb i s i o . ) c'lnn 

^^L-tnniM ai OiO a^-* . - an; foo,,ij)aaa- J^'la; wtoa to btai iiuci (bo) 

I i* 5>v* v\( - i :: I • *. ■ - - • b •/ 1 o- s«'\a oTi^ n s Ma- c i m a * n n- ,> n I n . \nt ri v.a' ; ; ai - 



t n a . . 



ERIC 



11 



Speaks- L I; M^x,-hlcu ^ir Aj>icl'.' -'Wusihl vou hke soine aj^ples'J' ' 

S[?ecike]- ii: NrUi, chiukc. 'Nvj, I hunks* ■ 

S[H:akti' I. I'lxi f^cUiapATi ^^lKl baiiafiH.s ' 
What cuiUSitiictUij are c; onntuM cti. hct e ^A' 'ainl'? Cerl.iinly not Apfe] 

and ^'^ii^-^' tv," ([ncstivjns aic wni syiiv>nyrnr;U3 '^v^i 1 h Mb^bUlii 

Sit! iianuu-ii'/ Mlu' I \v<j que stiony are, howe\'er, syiionyrnous 

with Miichren S;o Aptel und i jUic htein Sie ^^^^^'-i^^^^^^^j^'^ ^Woulci you like apples 
atul woiihl yi)V( liki: ba iKi .s ' In other \sa>rds, 1:1 order to ox]:)lain and in 
tins dii>courie> v/e havv^ tu covijolned qat^slioa pt! r fo ma' i ve s . 

i^'ui'tiuir < "-.ik ncc K/T ! ho t,- om 'iM na bil Uy ot question pe riorrnatiyc 3 
cujines t ria;; s^.nu' obs*.- 1 '/ai lui! s ab<;u( ^ju lu: 1 1 '.a- < tJi^uiec t i ve s . Ilov/can 
we accoLiiit for Iul diUej'euCv^ btjtv. c-en 'lucused ' aiul 'au)n~f ecu sod" OR-s, 
sucli as iti Did John a]>pt'a i' or was tie sick? \ersas Did John app ea r or 
svrite a Ictit-r (or ri^tj ' .Stnneaccs such as t[;e laiter one with a ''non- 
toe u sect t;r' r-t:scunbif ^it^^j^LuaUrit c oii j kU i i i jj g iii ih^-it subject deletion is 
obhgatv)ry In s^/riienca. n v.ulh 'tocu^eu or b svibject Seletion is optionaU 
just aa^ in i :ak: pc : idu n t - ^: a; : an 1 aa^i sentc(iv"es. Tins s mnl a r ity woul d suggest 
t.l;at the i'A'v) typi'S t - i i j> ^ ; ■ i r r . id y t i Ui iDWiec] sentences l)e distinguished 
the suriu v^ay 1.1 v% 1 : a h T:a: n^'i * I y po s 01 c - >nji an 1 1 v e Ly conjoined sentences 
wort/: by ihc- iiMinlici 'U' j^'. ri'uri aatives . aseck on OR would thus be 

deri\'t.'d t^r^ai: the J 1 < j uja; t i -.a ■ C(n!joinnig cU" two pa r f o r*nal 1 ve ; e.g. I^id 
Jolui ^^o.^^*■J -a- . b^ . ' -v'-^abi t.-aaii: iba-oj a blractura })araphi'asa - 
b U' a [ I ^ -^^ i : r ■ : a : n 1 • : t , . r / a > : . » ■ Jv^ljn ap[j»*;»i-od or to say Ifi ni<y|hj.1 

{.) v./ta. ^r b, - . ' r b .u >b : < - <':;d h.! J.^biJ ..i^jjaair" or wri te ct let U: v [ovwA'W 

froa I iirb..-r y^i, iMtbfi [v. ^riy t^* -a: 1 1-1 i .o-hi^ oil her ajjpearcd or \^'rote 
r. iiau' r ;m If c:a , ^- ^ ; V 111- =bb ap.^^a' J' ,! lai dui not "Aritt^ ci U ttt,u'. 

'hhus i'lr b , vi' l-:>tt'b ^ni;a» i u"ts li a.t)i I. jo exidanicfl if \*.e 

. 1 :>-,':■'• i b .■ ? ^ ■ : ' .■....:•..> - ■ , : ; ' ■ - ^ ^ ' ^ ■ ^ . ' a f M ^ ( ' k t ^ ' < ; ■ ^ i a i ! ' b ' ; o ! 1 ] U\ ^J I a t c * - 

.i-avnt^ a. i-:- -:b M::-; o n^M* b a' ? : I a 1 1 ^ a:; s caM fb^;ane- 
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he lis tin Ai i . r . ^ ^ . 1 .3-; 1^^ \ lli.M ^ c? iJiiic, (})(' r Minnat i \'e con- 
juiMWii^) ^\.'£'sus 1 :>,iy t ^h.tf lie ] .t:^ A^LUrruran nr }|Kt* lic is 

a Dai-e. (;) rop* ^ i ( v.s> ^ .U/Ui , TIk- qutistion ^vheHicM' these iwo 
c '..M I s I rui; I i ' M i s i;-; '..n- i;i a.. tn'H wai; -iriV !^a:rs 'li <a»atrab!MU* f li s i mic 1 1 
dec ! -1 rati \ ».' S'-nliaaa'S. 

!.ir ai\?- st'ia^j ^'- a.nrs iKm i/i>!av.jsl i>y tha shape ;ual/or the 
sk-: :)>Kii.<< v-:' t-aai 'liiv'* ^e ^ a i vi: ^ iV' 1 1 ina^ the tullijwing classci^: 
K a ;-,.! a. , .■ : ]r . 

I [e v. ; \ \\r- r aj r a > e ■ >: ■ ; i ■ . . - j u ' i . a ^ ^ . iv\ : j , 
Sarh aIv \]K i.^ u^ii^ -:ri> ^e f-r.-a';. .-..-a! a* dati-r eai[^ia'^:b. 

- ' ll^.!ai^.il.ii^. 111. a: : ^i^ a A: 

Wlii'^Ij^/ r 'ia.' aa'^ t:.-, - ■ . - [■-■ ^'.'i^l .^^i. ] do ii;.a e ;.u*e , 

la. re ihe difa r^.-tua- i a i:..ala' r tMi: el-^ai r la'aN.::"^ or a^d. Disjunctive 

.aaa.^:va ] p,.r^ -t-..a I. . ; t!;,a ^^da'iVa;r- - j^'l}i 

aial euhi^ia . , i > r riv a ld\(M lail m . jiiavsa^ is i hi cdj;)ve ,aiaa 

:d<.i la . V - '"^'^ r . . . 1: - t [m i : -5 ! . . . I i 'd rd . . . ' r sr^ s \-a j,y . , . \m v^y . * . 

i.j , , . f.i . . . \ t; r s a -i . ! ! i i a': ! ^d\ J 1 

t , , . a t . , ^ \ e L- r>^a. . . - ] - . . ai i-'H l-da : [ I 

xol au , . xi_4 ' t ^'ei'o la. . . di. . . ; i: KlaSSl AX 

sive. . . e. . . vr.a . d. ,e!,.^ -v:ui a a . . . .aa . . . a^ l.AddN 
e:te . . . r la-, - ■ :a- -d . , . . . dddd'AM' (lUidda 

dl;::S 1 vae t:>l <; » m J; d : ^ ;s ^ ^a! ; m d y r a » ; j i e . : d^t re M ; eUea uUaUi- 

eai ^^ath tia- d i ^ a .nt a ; \'.- ; ; ii : v • r. v M;a:d in aalaa^'.a rnieritioa*^ 

.a i^ .h^i 1 d ^ r 1 ' ^ d i t a : ■ ^ ■ a> ■ " : r-: ^ ;d i - m a \-e i' a i a t^^t va a u " bt; ' 
(V..', IdUdard!) a r-v . '.e; > : v. aie "^-'i:^' ^^.e. h.\dd>d Sl^ANlSlI 

{• in-;;.: Sa ,-(>■!• ^ ^ ' . ^A \' ^ < 1 f d d ^ d . \ dd . \ : : wT a 1- 

;a.-r;t.c.d waa rh-- y ' a.. ^ ea-a- a- ::.)e,]: . ' \^d,'it.dn' Cihrd-d-d 
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' 't -xc hi :5 1 iiiii "inviusivt' > li s luriC lnjii , (Uq;)eii(luiLr cji'' whotliiii* the co- 

oecurrc'ii k>i Ij ^(ii .liii.' rniUs'os raised i6 p'oss\\j\v ur not. Dik, lipwever, 

cLiiM^s (\'^' , 274lL) tcuU thiis i do :il ifit: at ion is iiiislakcn and lhat disjunc- 

iivc Cvjtiiuct i\\;s in r.at^ir t! 1 . 1 1 ^ L^ia s eilhor iK.don^ to Ihe "exclusive" 

ty{>e ov else thev oxhinu ar:ibiguity between the exclusive and inclusive 

st-'HSt' [iijv an exa3;i;.)k: t/t =iiu h anibiguity, see l.angacker r^o9. *i9, *>1), 

but til at thoy <tru ixcwv i n^u n hi guuu s ly inclusive; and that tlie distinction 

bft A-<"«.u; th<' [wo : ■ m; 1- 5y!i(>U, n: j,1 1 y dislint;t lypes is based no! on this cri- 

2C 

tt* ru;n !)Lit on v.heth..:i' 1 hf c[hk. is . levant, tu some argument or not. 



^ 0 

La!igua|4cs with twn n ui r [ibolo^^u a ! l.y distinct disjunctive connec- 
li\-<.is v.dicret >vv<* \'*/ r . 'lien^ was iiot uncuigh evlderic e to judge the seman- 
tic distmctuvn are llic i^iW^rxin'.^: 

hASOXYl: zem. . ./cu;. . . j nd n^in. -j^nem, .^\'ersus ela. (how about 

h] W Vi: . . . o, . . V J va: r b 1 : s ; t h u . . a . j, . 

GOTF[IC: J'V['il!:'' ' - J^ii'l''-- • • versus ^^il^l!'^ 

J A PANi^Sl-L: muu. , lmu. . . x crstis •j.l^ii 

KAXNAi^A: sari - - Jii^ ^1! * ' * \'ersus j-5 

KORI^AX: nvi - . . i na . . . \'crsus 

l.Al A'lAN: af. . . r. , . ^-^^ rsus \vu . . 

POLISH: ^^^1^^ -^i-^ 1:^ ^^^^■^'^ ^ ' V 

'riGiUNVA: kuviiu. . , l<oynu^ and Vc^ku^n^ « ^ y_J kan .^^ versiiS wa_\' etc. 

AZICR l^Al J ANI r v.k \'<n-sus v^ya 
Add\taa\al ^ iraAa, :i u di r^^i ;:a i I'/a Mua'^.' Av e :5 ali<;:) been obser\^ed 

Sj)orada ,!ia- tia- . ^^H ij'A i : 

!n a\L:\>: MAML^- i-^d 1 . A T V.[ A ' , 1 j-^^ re is a disjuViClion 
S[K:Ciah/.i-i I.. < .a..:.-^ ra-a;-;', ; : (suvd a. lla^ rUidt.^^a^ the IJi^h; ) . 

In SYl\[AN AIvAHIC "Aiv; i :3 ayt'd m olhur M i s puicM vt^ contexts as well but 
a !>pa re ^a ! ' - - . Iv th dis:aau a- as*.^'l l-^a -.ii-a synonvn^iS. In I.AIA'IAN. 
]»jb 1 s a ra- A 1 ^a 1 ".^^-1 ^^ « ; l - . .M^aia:, . AAdla .luuo ;s used as ENGLISH 
..^r i\'^tr<-i :.t'. .a ■ a ■ a h : j.*; Aiu lV::i ■<■.>!: a .te.a :s ; 1 1 - re Llvtd\a whert.ais 
.\ llh i .\ d"L'- a .\ -"a .A r A'''T Asl 'i'A'As a !■ i : tia; a'A'n it(,a:JS rt- aairkial 

- s r-a. ,m L 

;>/ i..; A iiL 'vL \AAjA^ \ ,>a v ,»:.a a. iKAC>l AUABIC Avra ari.- used 
T r ' . 1. ■ ■ A A : ' • A V ^- ^ "( - ,v I ; ...^ ~> . A , , i \ [ ... • jd S 1 3 1: , o r 
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Althoui^li il sccmb I hdl ot" Uiost; contrasts thu up.e Ijctween "choice 
tluit ninttc I* :j \'<'rsus "ciitjice that cior ■ ^ >t HKittt-r" could pejrhaps be 
correlated wiih ])e rtorniati vt' ai d ]n*up 'L itiun c o3\iunc t i on , respectively, 
a detaiu^d cN])loi*ativ)n <>f' this p^ /;;ibil i1 • will nc^t be carried out here. 
Thus wo c^uKludc ih.it v,i^crc.ts r videi could l)e i'outid for performa- 
tive cotiiouuui^ ])uth blaU:riu-5t '5 -u.d c[ueslions and also for perform- 
atsv:' d.Ksionnnt4 in quooliDr.s, Uu: UiSC*.'v< ry of t.he criijjirical consequeixes 
<a pc- rl r rna ti cUsjvniiUi^ :n ?U,i:(niei j'erv iin^^ an o])en question. 

Conipanuii \h<: t \,vo a. ! t e r i ^at i ^ ^vm s r ^ ■ ^- , .at i o na 1 theories in 

qa^:stiou, tliat of K.it/ arid }'osi.:il's arid Bakcr'b \"ersus tl*iat of Ross^ 
and Saciock'ri, v/e woidd c^jijcluile that th^* hater theory is to Ijc preferred, 
Kat/. aral Postal' s Q fails to relate yes-nu questioi^s to any other akin 
c on st r\a" I ] on 'otht r thai; *.';h quL'StioriS and it also fails to make specific 
in*e d i c t io!3 s cis to wliat llie syntjct;c structure oi C[ucst\ons might be like 
as opposed lo tlial uf s tat 'j i ru* iit s . "^V it Inn tho ]>e rfo luii at i ve theory, it 
becomes j>;)SSible lo rchite i udt^ jj^'n.lent c[ia'Stujns to dependent questions 
arui to im pe rati s . lliis thcr^ry ran also lu- used tc» cxj:)lain some syn- 
t:LCtic proprrtitjs of sual(U.<;ej, cnul, in pai'lit ular. of C[ue s ti ojis , as we 



( Foe J t note ZO contnuicd) 

cf SYRIA X ARA:^1(- '-.nMouu. .w'arnma -s <li st i ni;u i shed from other 
■ di sjvmction s of the lan;MiaL;o by its cuopVLalic naturu. In t^eneral. cc:)rrela- 
ti\'e <li b jurn't :o!iS ■? st > 1 : ! ) l1 s to ^Jc urds er sally more emphatic 

than a ^.m^le , . 

d/ (iOTHIC ke is sai^i t «.> Ije nu^ro formal tliari jthwa, 
e/ In SYR[A>r'ARABl(: , V^:<'Y'^. an(l CKri"! hC . TiTimict ions dif fe r 
by v^ ]i,a}a-r Ih-^'V cuMMN-t v. i.)rd-> /ual [^hr i s<»s. <*r SiuUences, aw m 
sYKlA^N ARAI^K' x-r^ said to be n!b» ciuont in c he . sc -c c:)nn</c t ion . ana in 
rbXNd l - i tuuu'c ts vi^'ds anti nl^rasL^s, .tn'ise c ovim^cts senlences, GUJARAT 
:-f' and ;il!A\a iVr: b-^v.-av-': \K'rii'ds an<l jn-^rasr^s. .^ihwalo is us<*d with 

id lUSes. I h'b "riU ! is .<ls«i relev ^iJ ui s^-Kce !aM^u.u;es for formal 
di St ; nv^la >)) * a* 'a.d'-s, a (ilIJAlxM'l tMV:n connects only sentences. 
.ta'S'.:7 (.J .- -i: ■ \ .-. - •\'.\-y t M/: wtdl as sca^a ei\ce s , 

Y("^;vIM> \ I hr . ^- s cd i ri iir ' I'lw iM-i: ra^ui s aid |>r£ai )ai:s a^a.l abi be- 
laeen aV- . o a. ■ a. r ] TlX a^^- ''^"''^ AXC: IXNtT/R ]:r:K 

^ ■/ toaa a.- ;;s-a i ■ , ,m1 ; a i /i :a' CutJa.M' lhaa si'uUutCes. 
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presc:;kc i nl r« • n ic' 1 1 ; i y .1)0 j*( i i nat i ni^ c; onnoct i \';* s , t Ik* sirrvilarity of 
<(" bt : t,>:.. ] M i.'iu»ti -J s u> r^'l.nrx'u jjrrjno^nis atifl Si Jjiic i<u1s dbout ihe dis- 
trilK:luvn aju! mcatriii; ot ANI)-s and C)R-s» 

i<t.: \ ut\vi!ii; tlu' \\\^^ il.rcM-y typ(:b> in llie light of llic requi rcMueiits 
tl:at \vt; bvM up aijiv/o. \\\: wajvild fajnclude thal> with respect to sc op e . 
the |)e i'ioriral:ve theory is bettor than the thtjory smcc it enables yes- 

r fju-'->iuMis t<j re prt" sent eel as related tf/ iiiortt c t^nst r ue lions . It 
■>f i.K h^jv.^ '/^-f, tb.ii '"f theia are ecinaUy v/tjak frurr; the point o( 

yii--\ I lie lit lie r tv o r e e ii r rr. -.m d s . As far as s concerned, 

bolii the-^r\<.,-. -'m. ;i;;esti. ^.^ lUKi St .i t )i e b s scriterico types I'ather 
than deriv^iui; tl^ew c! : ff r e nc e ^ frt/ni differences betvvajen discourse types. 
I'r^ird. the s-jec^Hc s\i':t<>ct;e differences that we noted between statements 
and -.-a'o-i.i' q.io s t h>: ; ■.vor(i rjrvlcr, qoesti^m parlules. verl) inllection. 

tr.c ^h'.re I,.-'-- rhdia ib:hi; Oi'.-s. tlu' dehMiibllity of the tn^gative alter- 
ncLtivcf - - se« .l: iv> e' alL^ botli , qjpr r^.ic Ih- -i - :"i()ne ot these sp<;citic lea- 
l;:res vil Vt;s-ri; : s*uk s -fr^ ::.nti\ated v^Mtljin edl^n^r of the two tin'ories. 

We \ c\l i'vi>ii)r^' ihi' pi / s b do [ It U' s of arj alterriative theory. Tlu: 

iht^ory (iiffi. fi-vj. J hull! Katz :n cl }\jstai's m lliat U is abv)id i ^^t^<^' 
li\a- (!:scuurse^ r<u[^i:r tU.oi o: t l' r ruL;at i \ e s^oitences; and 1 ha f it (acklo^: 
a s<.-l of spec ifjc s^rt.ict^c d i ^ ! ] ra: t l ; >i (^b:;er\-o<i to hold^for s t a t ei^ i e r: t S 
;,.-a V,-.,.,.;-. . <r;i-.-t! ^; b . O-'^^t ri.bitud yj Uu. oi:;*i>v- aiid deK.-l ,dj! i it y thi^ 
<P^,^ ^ ^ ...... 1 t^:' o ^ 1 ■ a ; , ' . ^ p^ y vi! l]:e ^a/ualiva' a 1 1 e r ! : :0 i v e . 

j. , -[ , ■> t ^. r re u 1 1 : \ < ■ diSk. c^orst^ aiiO i[":e -hM*}) st met ere oi OK. 



r-^:^ " " n t, « ' r r' ■ ^a . ■ ^ ■ ' ' ; " ^ j ^ » r a i^:!:^ liiM 'i; a cofritrita: t»; u- 

.;i'-a:v d ] : . - 1. r : s . S : r td n. t H. * i . s ' M j * s th.il qae^lloisS 'rcw I ^> 

; , ■ t ■ : i, - : ■ 1 I - ' a 1 ■ . r - i, - r^, .d Old 

. ■ ; y \ ' . r. 1 ■ , i . ' % < e ) : ! r a , s u c . ■ d ■ i a o^ ; j , '.d ■ i » t a i a 1 la '■ ' i o : v 1 

■ ;.o r : ra - . M:-j-.d: d- V r^.'.- ao^loao. -sabo'a 'h^' 
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St!r.oi{(i. ^. ii|vu (.n^ cu'\<'\\o'^, ifucv. :i lauL^Ucu:,^ swch a rule, ly 



/ av s I a.' r 



A ;t h 1 . t:. I t 



a .'i ' 



L' ! 1 .: ; J 1 ■ I ll r \ t I '• t. < a ! « ■ Ja I a , , 



i ,1 i^- 'a y J a ■ ., : a a = 
1^ th ■■jf the or..: . 
raics ha--- -'a'- r 
ai :aT/ '.Uaia -- : N- 

'a ;r.a 1 ^ ^ - . :^ ' 
} I. a-: t 3 . 1 a ^ ; ^. : - 
1 1 VL' C[ae 3 1 a. >a ^^ 
■A'ha'li ^.ilovJ ^T^i^ 
a j s la I'l t/ 1 »aa' X 



s - r !a oi-* ^: 



ua. 



:staa!b tl^a^ icsjn-at to ta jj ^ -q u u s h oii s ; 

r U ^ ru.f.\ ' ( j ■ aaa a:^ji s . it 's dclcia- 

' » ; : L r«a/ ^ ^ J Iv ti ! ' k' t a - ) L 1 1 1 lu »a -qaa s t i oa s 

:~ . * J .a.. ^a: Ua 

slara' ilr^a (hsiaakUvc ia>nr.ecai\o dele I ion 
^w a^M: a^ ju;:rita>ns llaiii a^ i loa -que 6 ' lo a s . 
V ara-aart, :^a:a : ^ ; a^ t i ' a ] 1 / rclaaciaal, \his 
. r' , : . !-^-a i '. V- .r.;' .a a;!a,. : s :.iv,jrL^ of <i 

, ^- ■. ' . I ^ .3^ o a va^ s ! V; » M )i; -qvu* St i oil caai - 
'U-::.:- i Ldt^P", si.^ lo ^aly< ia altsjiaia- 
aua.. ^ rr thta-o ar>;ai.^ aodittonai facts 
:..,;;tl (J : r f; • r^." ^^a.- ri i sjavaa i ca)aaectives 
;>r : a a r|^J■^a a-i otatilarly? Ai> v/as })oiated 
i;Mi--s1' 'ViS tjf -ioin<^ airiiuaaey rUi or ovale 



.1 u loot ]^''uaL'i£ 



i ■ 1 » ' ; o s 



■Is t ha G a jK-u '/ ' . 



, : ( t a . ) v .a, : I ' ^ 



I m- :; . ^:\' :\r\<\ ^aavaaaa- 
■ J - 1 ■ i : < ■ l' r n ]'a sa ■ ^1 a - 

! « ■ a.a ■ a; t. . , 6 1 a i i 1 
■■ •!. ■: , .'-rla^ <a o M ■ a 1 ^\ !^ ^'i 

. > ■ S -O ■ - a ; ;f . la c V ■ 
, a^ - a a u^. - i'. ' ■ » xa : ...i. r; a l:; 3 . 
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anythi.K;, -is ■ ?■ r>^-Kl tvi ifs v, c>n.ic<: t n e t*ar!cn<^ii In cicclarative Sf^nlcriCcs* 
rhc piv .seuco >.ii li^.is 01\ Cctii ijc ot cunrsc vjvintecl fui' by derjVHig these 
([ucsiiorK^ frC)]M nn luuli,* L-lyiiig r.iisjuf.cUou and then by havuvg a rule delete 
(he iw'unjunc't Icavnii; (tic c wnnvu. t i vu befiiiui. Such a niie, hov/ev^ar, is not 
the tii;al c\p.3vver since, first ot all, the question arises as to why such 
a r«ile puss.ble <j.i>d. sccund, it only explains the presence of Oi^ but 
nut its miction ib .1 (]ue^>[ion particle'': this Olv ci 1 f le re nt uite s , by itself, 
ihv^ ii^iAiUmi^ V r -a- 1 1 v>2 . ^rovn a stixlemcnl rind >navk8 it tor lacing a 

cjiLestiL;iK This i\! ii,L;t' vi i t r i : »' ! lion at OR see;ns to i^^rrespond to lacts 
about the d; st r 1 en- i>t d ; s nn :C li v'e carineclivcs in alternative ([ue si 10ns 
rl 1 s c u s e d ^* 1 j o ^x■ : t b. ^ -j s e s I \ o I b. c r v.; c h 1 n < 1 a i ic y o i d i 3 jvni c t i v e con n ttci'i v e s 
in quest uaio. iir.d Lhis sIua\ s tlic rvrdtindancy of separate question markers 
i/tjico a (h :r5 J ^n iC t i \'c c t.M i nc t ^ \x IS [il C SemU . 

\vh-.ft VXO.MM U oi this ^jiccifo: relat npi.^hi |^ inMwvu^n tl\sjvnit.,live 
coinuH live^ aijd rpn-sti^*:} i^;ijMii;h'b been oxj^rc>Si?d iji tlieories ot ques- 
tions? .tnd .»5tt^i"s acc oinit (seu hIso I.auig.ic ker 55, oO) of 
yc^s-no qucs'i^)>is Scorns. 0> Some cb^j^rcc, \o approximate to the i<lea 
■nasjoncl^ t s tin;)' rei'j-i'Sei.t t]a> ti 1 s i i nu: I i v-u coiinective itself as being 
the <pa!SU^Mu:d v" vjn b t i la e n t m s;adi i:on 5 1 r nc: I nm s . This account makes 
td;.:?b. a \ . ! - r <. i > n 1 ri: t 1 s v*;L"r»ns r^:. i^btion part ales. 
T j r • , "i b-'.st o^v.ny nlnsolnCj b;it il stj'ikcs onenii^re 
^ : . ■.[.:' V. i 1 la-r. s :. ■ . ^ v : l;.^.! * a '^urt^j. rr^iher ihrni ctn e:;-- 
it: 'U if H h (J i :^ Irri v-o»df lUlU; v/]l\- rlisiunclive con^ 



^ n 



I - -a 1 :a'b, < . \r-[ as first t a kf \; p \h..^ 
^- • I y^. -I'.': d-bU;i!di' ::i qae>iMcMS '.' 
ffr/::-;*' t ' n ; ; ■ ; L -.'t.' b a (add Ih* e x rdxt : n (..a^ 



I la id^' \ r, b [dna:i i i)b? 
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thinks ot (i I s J ui ;c Ui/ii s a ,^ i i:^ii<.;ai i lui ,i w.i rt^nu s s ot <i class evcrils aiid 

jnaki::g thi* , i s ric r t i i m . 1 1 ii i wi.ly aia- v)i \\6 iiuMnl>i*rs is tiue; and !l oiu) 

thinks ol yvs-wu < jut; s 1 i '.>n y as cilsu iiicHciatiiig aw^ircness (jf a class 

events and i)i the I'act tliat only uiie of its (nenibers is true. Yes-no 

qiiestions diller fruin dis jiuhmujiis urdy m tliat they als(^ staiid for a 

ZZ 

Yi-r[\icsX tor s|>ec if icrtt i oti of v/hii-h particular ouMnher is true. 

lad us now take u]> the st^corai cpiestion: why is it that disiuuctivo 
c < iiaiec n •/.^ Oy J ii^.* • t ; se I v </ s cuo fuh<."tion as viuesHija luarkers. Sliglitly 
siin^diiViM^ the prr>!iUuM, ^\'eM;.ty latstrtUi it as folh>v>s: how is It that 
S»jmc ciur ^ v.i^ 1 i> d'> u.U l;vU :oaia-ed \ov r{Ut* s ! i i.u\h<x;d and vol tliey are in- 
terpreted as sue h / Oui: Nv<iy of eXjdaiuini^ tl\is wouhi be by an argument 
sirndar l-^ the ])re\u^-us -Uie: ny claiir;in^ llmi tht: i)ptioiUil element the 
d: sjuvic c 1 e ja I'^.l : \a: , a-K^.a-, ,;ral the tniestiou marker, in this case 
is ])rt.'Ci ic » a u h fr:.'U> tiaj ut^derhoiL^ SeiUajUi^; repre sental ioji of the whole 
c i iti St r Uv t a > 'idie c.mis U'uc 1 1 un tcvjt \\ sug^esled malces the disjunctive 
c i.n uicc t i Vf I aa.:^'i ic I aid < ' :s \.\\t:. ues -ria tpiesticJii ca jii s t rue t i on what would 
be o!a^ tu maka f pie s^ u> -uu t i-ki: r s predictable? 

Su|:jp'>oe wo paisd dis(a) m-se iy|»a lalUal i ut e r r c^i'^a. t i ve dialogue, A 
< huak i}\ <h ,-!>c ^>u I s <^ ^.a.yod (pialiiy as aii u'lstancc; of i nt e r ta>k.^at i \^e dialogue 
if U consisted of a. j)a ; r ->:" seuteiums v/hich are m a cl a s s ~]ri endje r rela- 
tionsii^ij v. Ua c^ac n ■. C:.,.-r. 1 la/ : ."U ! ] > ro t a t j or ^ of tfa: mariner of this dis- 
cos rsi- tvoo - - -ct ^a. cdi ;^ ^'^5 ■ • f!s ; lira' tlus: "lait all inendxM^s 
of i\\o lI ... ?rav;: spv- il'y aU^i-.h . ^aa- i jua,- a 'jdiu funCOoi^ of this ID 
lb. thci^. t,> da fa' a U'-cst^as a id fus^veia^ ; ri relation to each cjther. The 
Ui. : a . i a l' ^ 1 . : ' :a a ■ . : a ' - ' ■ a ^ ^ ■ a - ^ , ■ M aa a ; .s a 1 c- s 5 - a.M o la-i ac e 



o : V 1 j 'i ^ n a., i i : . I a s 



. ! da- ■ i ; '. ^ : a ■■ t ■ t ■ ■ ^ i a . ; ^ * ^ ai ■ s a r o d i a pt.a . h 

• ;) p »a. ' a 1 OM" di-/ t: >: p ]■■».: u.' t ivU i -at oalanttMry yoa 
.-a; t ^ -a . iMho- I'.oSaa: 'dm f/'.: rat i 'a.» " !S 
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p/i i I c J o li V* i I li a i i 1 c i u b r \ ; 1 1 c r li i k; o , its a 1 1 s \vv. r . T 1 1 ^ 1 r a t n e w o r k w o u 1 d 
(io awiy witlt tht- !u»ti()j\ of ciuustion d prinrit i v^ej in Linguislic theory 
ruplacuii; il \vi\\\ ilw prinKiry category "que slion-aitswc pair''. This 
implies !iot only that answers by themselves have no status in linguistic 
theory but that (jueslions don'w either, without their matching answers. 

We liav^e suggested that the optionality of disjunctive connectives 
and questi.^n niarkers in some yes~no questions could be explained by 
positing ati interrogative discourse-type. In terii^s of the definition of 
lliib UiSCoui'Sc ty[;e. qu e s t i orshood and di sjunc ti vi ty would be predictable 
featrires ol tlie c lass utterrmce which is one of the components. In order 
to S'.tljs t ara i It e our yu.ggesiiori, it riiusl be shown to l^e useful for other 
explanatory j)ur|)Oses as well. Some of such additional advantages deriv- 
able fro u tlie [)ro{>osed framework might be the following. 

First, m this franMj\s^ork n.ot only will some questions be character- 
izc*d as such. eVevi if they are not niarked svipe rf rc ial ly for que st i onhood , 
but also some s u|)e rf ic ia 1 iy -ma r kcd cjuestioiis v/ill Ije excluded fron:i the 
class uf qvu^stions. Sucli j re rhetorical nut; g1 ions, since they have no 
^mswers, or otfier pvseudi ; - que st ion , such .is ''Wliy don't you come over 
one Sur-day af te rnru>n ? " , takeri in th.e sense of an in\u tuition, since rion.e 
of the set of th^* p] j r op r ■ a t e a.nswers - - "Thanks," or "L will soon. 
are m a membo r -to-class re 1 a ti on shii ]> ^vi th tlie "cj^je s t i on" . The intui- 
tively T)lj«..3^;de ckiUii llijl such La;es<:c)ru; .ire iii lact a:nbiguous belweeri 
a la' .1 ^ - o ' .V t a. ! ■ s<.' ]^:-L' a; .u a rlu to ruai r; ' <. bticai boriSe and lhat it up 
lij li-r :M;irv, / r .> ( h ;->.^ • u b u;' ! , - > i : lUi^iU })y llu: hi'U ;)i (UiSv/er hv decides to 

( iUa > iSf : \'^vi' > t'liu:. i^oiild be ans-^-'cred lo tln^ abc,)\*e fjues- 
" *. ;a' b. i\ : o a" tM '■/■<■ o Ol \\ c\H a. i'vj. 1 que o t ' w;-, ) !olIo\^'S IVolI: tins 
:» ■ ^ ' \>.'r] . 'ii'at il p,-^' ; :a ; n a ^-^ ( i o , . t ]<] :,ut ia:C(^^\'t; cpjusln.ui- 

. ■ :. .■ ■ :. : -..y- . ^ .ia.:;!'a'- t it>-,-,-l 1 ,M so d'/ m\.* ij U.: ii c^ssoirT- 

' 1' a' an r« > ' r ' * s - i i i : j : is : a" generakU' thai; 

r) . , ■ :a ■ . ■ . - , i f i I -i " :;■ ^ - : ; , t ^ M 1 ! u t . ' ' ' s.' • u id a c' i i s< ' s « a k.p <a s - 
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Sccon;l, ililb lr.v;:,t.... ill-. f-^i c 1 1:- r'lt t e r i / :iU yn r^l at loasl 

buyntx 1 i r:y;'i ■ i.1 . iM J ! y a ji-fji' :> !■ : ! o -inswui'^^ anf] i^^^i' iJic exclusion of at Ifjast 
suine I inv;'U St u:m 1 1 y -ins 1 1 i si"-if ' ory ijnus. 

lliu'ii, 11 riutkt'S tbi? res[it:cti\e order (it cjuustions and ans\>/ers 
prc'f] it: ta bl e i\> U-r-.^ 'ii i -briore ~ ^pof: ics urcicriac^ rale, as Sanders 

pointed GUI (l=)'i7, 

V'-jurth. It v/ouM ;>i il.a]»s al:if> beai' oa tliu qu^'Stion: why do wb q\ies~ 
tio.i [;rwaw?.. a;.d . -.vi./f ■ a i tc- :)r auja/is (like v/ho? aar) ^^oraecaic) shov/ 
liajr j.>h.>iwi;aai I r t a ai a ; a ; : :je i* ot la < iguci ^t: bu.: h as C j 1:1 Z 



HaXGAUiA.:.. .1 .\ la'-. 1 , -i. (..p. -lu. 1: 1 ^Vai, . - r i'l A a. /, a a .\ (j^. La:is, p.c.i.'^^ 

h <U.sjuncta.'-.^ c=...ar.^.'Cl:^♦.•^> a ja- ]a-' ■ >':.La:a s a 1 ciji s - : : : .irkcas , tha a tins obsenvTiUon lii 

;ar.dlci t-T:.- At U-a ^a,::;,..::" c ..-.vi, a-s :aa>':: :-.ra y:-s -'a^ rr u othais by t]\*^'a~sel\-es : 

24 

I- 1 : >^ ^ta ca->c-.:> a V Lv ■ . i' j^.. \ , : < rti:j»>.^ LI <;af:5tioa n marker, 

" KretschM:or {1'^^^, 4- :i also nt^^s t'lAMSH, I.AIIX. TfJf^KISH, 
CH:C)RCxIA?C, MALAY a:, a 'JIJPA No thaiks ii i u r : ca 1 ] y llie interrogative 
:a.t^ari iT'i^ w^xs pra^r t-^ tav: w.-lia-^aU' one. 

Cp. L ,ia^.uaua- l'^--'a ' ^ ^urJ ^^U;Ca-/]ev 1''*' '^ {2 }1) and 1070 Oi^ 
rtaisan^ fvir jacl :(vSri:]r*; \\ «a airmally a s s>x ■ : a t i soaie and or. It 
IS rolevar,l ;ie re tv^ aoie ^b a 1.. i. ara.er a: bu-;^ aiges a d sjuact:on com- 
paaiided wuii a .^•t'^^Xion-ViV^^vo f- i\ y;0La^i a p r : : m.iI bprra ut vudelinAe 

•;-eatai:g. i^av:- = = : p] e s : 

i-"'^ '.-.aca;^ e^'-i :;0/: "at "/Jnc hv^'t^ r n-ae" 

^UAUAi: a'.:L.e b_u<».,y-.' ;a?- '-J'^ j^:;:ar ■.^■"|•it■ ]ara]?' 

y.^'yy-r -x-^x^- "v^'h -.t^aa-r a a'al ' (-.c-iaa ba.v^'} 

W ' ' \ . ; . - ■ \- 'i ■ - :. a :■ ^ - . . ^. . . .a < vp>b , ^a i ^ ^ ^ . 1 ") 



a \- , ■ J ' a, • ) 



ai'^^ he re 
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witluu this f rni : wi k , 'i'lu* tv.'t> roii>v<5iU urucessrs :irt'. t a/ ir^J^/rro- 

POLISH; !>/ disiaactLvr c uniicc tivcb i nay aridc I rf-iVi inter royal i ve 
r n a r kt; i* .s : Uiis i ^ i ru < a .sc iov ili ui Slavic Irtiiguagcs, v/hose etymology 
is i 'aM<r ]>lus a I y^^s-no c[uostion rn a rker; tor JAT^ANKSI^ ka (PJaruo 
.\(d<i. j),io) and, pi;^slhly, »i/r i'^ANTK aiioc. 

I"d:^!. lly, '.mc m)ia' ^cmumviI ad\auaai;e of the [iroi)osi'd n'ai'fiework is 
^\'K'\} \i: \:\it .■ Iji' t' -^^ii^i^^ >r:('-: thi' di ui. Tbt.* to tho adLa|a.Uc doiruiui iji 
liiit^aistiv ihc»ry - i [n".j|.usal f;.j r v Iradi nuu h i iule |Ka^.dtMit e\dderaa; has 
[i;La -a l}\ i'.. i:'i:!:b^."r i t iuignistS i!i ita:i.::it yrars. 

Tins :iA o-:>urT ycS"::^ cjUc^sTioiis dirta:lly pia.aiiciLi an iinpoi'laiU 
syata^ t iv di I i\- ia/nva- l/L't^'o^s: y^-s-iaj U' b;ticjii s ;j i ai sta t »'ri: eat.s : 
the :-K.Li[]\\: ia a a : td.i ;"ic y c|uc bt uva -aaa rk ini; si gn i f i c ai^ic 

oi d;^;a!a trv(: l <.ia ra'v t i '/c s in cjuo^^lious, ab ta)ptibiMi t (] stal c:n ) en t s . But 
it [his a;:. L saint ib an <ide quale t'nt!, :t L\>[hj\vs thai CJU-s in jUateroents 
'^v i 1 1 hiva- to h.a%a- a <.aM n j)i e t cd y ditterejit s^airct^ Ir^-rn the origin of OR-s 
.n f[Ut iti<aus us specifiC^al rvijo-an, " la-tlobS a'e waiit to chiini that all 



\b.r.dr-a.k -1 >]) iiitir-.-i tlial ii, tiaj n>a;^it:un rnar'Ker, originates 

fruio disjaantivi; r^>a- ^a i - s ^ "v\";.Lb 'ibiagi.^i^s v^m\ deii rneisleri Frat^eparti- 
kelii ^fltia. koiia'a^d :d> u . ' : - /rr; O a a^ lias bom foaiMl on whetlier ui SOMAid 
nia de\a.d <^pn-<l fr^tio nae^^tuai rnark:.'r jato a ths)sa;<h\i' c: (jjiaect i%ai or \ace 
voTsa; nrai hw.v YCdM^HA \>i , the rpu^stios: niaj-ker, and (t)abi 'oi*' a3*e 
jadatvO. 'i :m" :dd./d">[l a ^ .>ti.'n lari'ktM' -k^i i e t yan.^] (.a^ica 1] y la^hOfd to 
[H;:\CiA!:h\N a : did 'Alaah^-r {R . IIer.^.^'ia i).c,K 

'jdu:, v.;::- ! ns; J.. Sk''.a.-i a* t ^" r a " i s > >■ d d < ,d ^^ ^ ka" da- ^(i]K)','dika reasoi:, 
Saaa- c; r= s i i ^ . . , - ■ na^ i .-M t ^ a'l a a' ^ , d..^ i^nt iiave ti'-'lli valueii. the 
lo^ir o: fau'sli.u:s, as l\ata da S arLiur;^. s}unild bt; fii dei'eiU troTii the 
b^eie ' •: -a a* ni--. ^'.d- -•bt t: --ajr ^ t A t d u r* ■ d : ja ■ . tln-t basie lu^ieal 
■ : ^ jtj i" ^ : : 1 : : ii :. ; ; i a' ^ ; t " O j r ■ J ; .-la;'dd i; i\a'- ^iifi'arenl ^.'h.irae- 

? ! ^ ra ^ t a, a . :i ■ - i < ' ' i a a : a b t • ^ « a - : e a t s . i d i a^ i , = ; ■ hi- v ca* d : 1 y c-ai h > r 
ai'^.aa a. lb-- .^-innii-. aakciaaKv- bi.t\..ta. lit -a< ia. <ia(i !Ie (iicia'l go. 
..n :.a: ' . .,n.n. P 'aa\-:' ' na 'k- 7dTa'r\an\. b.a ^" av.-rpVd h 7^ 

and D; adt ?":r- ^ a j ^ 1 s o a 1 v;:. i.«aait:^<; :jata-.la)aj \n ■■^.^). If 

v^-«' Marif: :a- .iV*.- ua^di , ^>a i ^aaaatia:-! ^r riraic. to ]j«psit a difftMaaa deep 
-s t r a I ■ ■ a > ■ ■ a i ■■ : ^ ^ ■ : ' . . . ' : ' ' ;;■-:* ■? a ^ . a d ■; ~ ; ■ , , i ^ a ^ : a : a a i * s I a i n s . ^^ e do 
■a - li.. A^ ^ . i :.. • .a .-a. ia - a 1 d b : a ; .d arv-b.a, M,.na. 
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tr si 1 o-i - ; L' ;■■ 1 - ! . 



n^viqiiii.i fit ,ii.<i I'utL ihi.'v f.ti. ba\"i' 



M ( I i, 



' \ ]'^'' V i «n 5r r liv 1 :o]'i is 1 1" o - 
1 1 ii : i v;i ^ 1 i u' la nij,ua ha s 
> ■ ' \ \^ -i y . ,)' t'x !>rr; s :ii n^^ 
: » , " 'i : ( • t i I Kj n Y " ^ ■ ^ .'i; - 
: < . ' ^ ' a Ki' r he* [ ' 
^ J ; s I r f a I; i 1 1 ai ? i b u ri e(i 
i a « i ; ^ ' ; : f ^ a > t, . 1 1 1 !n ''.a^h 
; : « ^- ' a^ 'aa , la s ; c 
^ • • ^ < . ' ' I / f r' H (f'-^u ^ a" 
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V7) t[:.:a n: u:\ l^lulip[>inc 1 1 1 KLgi. s ust* an Mf worrl lu 
cxprciii dicijui>ci'<ni. i>'.K [\ as A lUJiU AN TAG [^AN W A , I^ATAK. A'J'A 
MANOnO, ami WI:STI:RN lUilUDNON M.iN()]^0; but hi> gives j^o exairi- 
and H iua Um r wiu llu-r this is tl'. (^nly way m these languages 
tu cKpi'ess di s i'aiv' t i v.)u. Thei't' up.e vsilier Pliirippiiie language. II.ON- 
(U)'l\ wlueh is elrttiiUMl riot \k? I ivv a t!i s jur:ct i\ e connective at all and a 
1.: viinh 1 i m! 1 1 1 ss'wttj i^a.' IS ifu^ or;ly standee I'd way i>i pressing <:h sji« tic lion ; 

<r.u>iva qt'djiy.i na^Mt "gijoti if nt;t-is bacl'", 
butii lue-uianu Ml uilher ^^'^i ^-U' bad. ' (NUclurlle IvMSiJdo, p.c.l. Lan^^ 
{p.c.5 tiUumib tnat In :u:i lit i* v t(j l\iNC/A in :;^any other IcUig^iiages in Ne^'.' G'unea, 
e. KAH;\>d ^nd AS>dAT, there is nc. declarative 'or', but 

ka:ly at. i nl i. r r *j a i c 'Mic. iiv suspects tiiat it' we riisconnt sonae borrowed 
'or'-.- ;.)^u b Ui ;\0!RAR!. tins ii.ay bo a j^^aural characteristic of all 
h-'apuan {i.e. n( : - An s t i' « )i i« ■ s i a n) lai^L;naa;e8 ol' ?\e\v (hunea. He also tells 
:iie tha^ at o/asi lu M>aiA t'a'ix- ;^ a con-hlicnail paraphr^ise /or declara- 
Uvc '(.M 1 ue I' . . . r " . tjci snCli jn vaj^hr^i se 3 are v.'!ily relnctantly accepted 
by liNciA ^pi;.i^a-rr>, A^^ rx nt-nie is akal: tanui'])i enda lan^o-p^ dolapo- 
n\a ^o^-ndc [;'0'a :;!aii i: - and //wnnm n-aiui t liey \^a> ^ g(Mn one" 'Of the 
t\^a>. v:Ul^v-r a m;*;; r ^ M': d'd . ' All v>nr data sb^.)\v ih.al c undit !Oi^al 

p A r r: ; .1" -a ^ ■ n-; ! ' . I i i. 1 1< :■: ■ ar«: n^i as<.^a i cpiestLons, 

i I't ar: !.-^a- t-Ai,! U' i}'/ M!r.:- ciCL'sni^n: dec !arah^e Oi^ - s :ire reaUy 
:^v> cun' -r-'.a liv,!.. faw::.i:i'a v)K--> .'.Ml ;i .^^n: : 1 . i . - lb;:t v.a- }i/i\a.' torna:i a satis- 
'!'ad=-r' • - v^^• f-.' d-; r:- b:v^:;,.:.A Olw i. sh-a!d fhc doop stmc- 

f : . i-:a- a ..,'.,:•.> - s i^: - '/ 

^.b:-: a/.--' s ^.vj <pa~.a^.^.. ;a ib.i\ d-s^'jnrnon ^a slateinorits is t 

;< a. I .-j :, ' a : i:i <b - r p f r ac are o\ s i a'l ; d y p<>ai'nn; a di :^ a oa; M i:ori - 
:a- I : «. , . J i ^ 'in- b- va a ^ - ^ : > ai d a r^ iM^rfS \\ hy ihi:^ >nv)Sl siaiph; 

., . . : • \ ■■ V :■ ^ A \ , : T ; i. • 1. '. • O ; :• " ' : i : M . n ! "i ' b ♦ ' ! ■ '1 L C a) T v>L a^d S . h oe 
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rftiu-r I'LM; I't..' .1 i 1 ^ H : •j;.S!rs ! ; m rr s^lI i .si a o t <^ r y mi* if {.^n'^ p' r u: a I e\'ul(iiic:e 

lliu d : s ill- t s v^.' I'U'fi-rMit aud i U I ! t u t o it ijy c c > 1 1 St r ' ic: Uou wliich coii- 
iai:;s t: 1 c ; u^M.t ^ a Iui ii h ivv lo Ur as^utsuMi a!.y^^'ay, 11 r- prc^]>uscs thai 



n: '^'hiv']-! he gi\a^b tur arc\!ictiiig or 

va" - ] ' ^ i s I he t'c>] } Lit;; 



M>1. 



J ni 1 A'ai v' a a i 1 t- ■ ;> , . 

{ > ^, a a-,.,., <i;^-.a- ' ■ (^-^^'^A> ^ ^ ).._a ^ 

( (\. fa^-a. V ?, V . (>vc-a .v|. Vi } 
i:, ..fta^'i" ; ra ;^ , "\ -a- V a Mvi ; ,^. n«. ahiW IjuHi X aa^:! Y, iUii* Jiu X ajul no Y 

trv<-:. ..i/a r. '...ai'i r bctl. ^a'lia ia, laather acaliu-r ^];^^22_; This 
dvi-n btra^ L.. re t:M/:i r^a. aa- ;^ a : ] 1 \' t/la larMtta-, CjI\ Irora IIk- dee]? btviictare 



;a/ c : a; o: « aa n c i i c i.a 
The- la- 1 b . ho .V t-rw, 

v.cH cx;-^ia ... a a: 
s aa: ai a'. ^ ^ . a. i - . i ^ v 
ac t.a': 1 w ^ .a L ' -' L;> V • ' 
a ra a-er \ c .^a 

V a ■ . ; ■ a ;. - ■ : 
a i ■ I ^ • . ^ ■ . 



1;^,;; .isid c < -oi^aa -LL v'h.eh }a:^.Na^ to \)v. there any\^■cl\a 
t 1; a -t. ,:.s to !^t' J ^''Taik poiat ot this aaalys:s. The 

\\a!^h M..a*:.:. t}:.a e;sraaM:ae sMacture is eqvially 
oi ^ t iiiiin ana ia m - rf I mat a aa aU.liOU^h corre- 
- \ i' I V,; 1 ra:;t j.ila il ; til ha-^aai^t/^. ao clatci 1iave 
Ll: vt li.e\' .1 ri' f;\ t ) rt:(i or thr^t iht^v' v. <>nlcl be a stand- 

r-vi^e, i' : - ■ ■ 1 i i ,s p i ' -;1 - \ a f > ^a lau : Ton v\']^ic li i s 

r.,::.. h^ r .V ' ' ' - ^ [H'r .;, a : :i ) ^ * i --va a., . 'i"b:b. ao -1 

ri 1 . M ua ; , ,>.,,ti c . ^, i t^l r -le luni, aoine 1 a /"e uaj^e s . 
. ^v.^ i ■ e . ^ w , ■ a ■/■I. ^ i i *a a s si a a da r a a 1 1 r •• 

.r,ai* r,> a 



1 1 ^> r 



e <. f r; - 
h: ad(]a"'M/;. a 

.arieeli it sell 
■ ■ ^rtt , 'Ida s is * lie 
j ; 'a a nd 1 
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ajid a. 1 so/ ,v!ia ') . ,\s f u rllu: r I'xan i pi c :> , let us rcfi'i t u K A ! , AM I A N 
T AC'i { >-\ \ W .\ \v!;u h IS ( i<as{: r 1 Im'cI l>y ]-iji-g,u'rc {I'^-S, II, ] 77f) «as haviiii^ 
ui.^, uu . , . . it, . . ' rsas a dis iiuu;t iva- c()iuit*cti\'e , a? id vSITONA kana 

meaniiij^ bol!i 'u ' aiul '^^r' (Sunack dT,^f 4-^;), 

The St.' tVu Ls -Aaadd mdicaitc tUat \\ vsa; wamt lo re[')resent disjiuictivc 
c i:»n st ri'rC t ion b vn tlu* dectp hJUaictviru as raH involving a disjunctive cor. - 
no-Ltixi/, ii at osnly clt'^Mfnt;^ v^i^ost^ prcseiicaj is otherwise motivated, a 
v' aa h I a a^a I i.a.aot laaaa i i.i aaiy la* a [j[n-«>[iri^ile . 

A.-i v/e 1m ve set.a: abu\L: v.'hen we wtrrcr disc asking j^e r forma I i ve 
d : d a >i ; . • a . tfu're .re at h;,t^l \\\ o aMaau ^taiiantac t:h:isses ot di b jaia; t i \aj^ 
c o n r. e c t i v e r> : U a ^ a t h a t <: x f >> i* e s s c }io i c e w ht; r 1 l i e d e <: i s : o a n 1 1 e r 5 
and ihus^: tla-; la^r-ri^iss a ehrucr A'hc re the ciecisioii is iinrnateiaal . sach 
<{ s Wiuarier M raia^^^r v.kA, a/e l^u, \or::;us Killier il wiU ram or it won't. 
Are b'.ali ut 'aa;6e cla.ssr.s \o be ^lerivi/ii fi'c*Mi sonu/ virideidying coralitional 
c ons I rue 1 1( ai rmd what exa.etly ^^ould l;e tiiat structure? As far as the 
"itJCUSLaf lea t\pe lo v.( > at t la e U , i^]\ert both the vjuuDihig aaul the fcjiaii of 
th*.' coj.dilHaad ( ' aa:, ; ri aa a j a s ihril 1 a i i^MUi.L^e i> ase to express this, we sug- 
'j^csx r\\\\ W X d[[i;a: -:(rr ?\Oi'-X type underlying structure would 
.;e a [>jHaaHa at . .\s {<«r i s Vuv: 'non ■■ t\ )cai sed " kiiai is a once meek gwaiii 
Us s-a^airau's, a. s v/tdl Uie '>b s c:- r vai t u ;n s that \'^e naoie abcna^ llia.t 
:\ : r> aa. ... va.-ra.^.^vt li'-i i ;i j'l pi^ia^or; ^cili \v ;oa ' or a thirci p^U'S on 

v-:'- ■ : b- iaa. • i' \ a :■ ^ i^j^an^M iaa . ' aaa aa i . - \va; sug^;est that 

a....- < a! :.a rt,-i-i.,:a :ba.-: . :-r^i.aar<' -a., a i^Cbb ii IV YOU WAN']' 
X A^:n YOr ■^' X va- nr. ri' M ip V [s -iVj) IF aa! v]' - v iS. 

V ■ ■ , a-..-'' <'.-\-\> ,aa^'''irt r^a'• ci. a r . a J' t a ^ a ot d i s j a n*.a i, coti- 
: a. > s . = . • . t V h a ■ d; a i } ■ ■ . , i i t h la i - a^ pr of •J ; s i i a: c t ' ^a' 

r • ■ : ■ ; t' I , : a i ' a a : r • - i r t a a ■ a o .> - - : i , • a k-(a^ i ^' k * n<. • 

'■a..a-. -w:-. ' .;a : J X {'id ik:a) X^ ) i vj 

ta.v ■ a--, a ^ ......a j-.^^.- liu/jh) i j-- voU; Vv a X I" "'s AaX) It \()[' WAN'l' 

>'()i' b .V.' {f^OidX \{' X l:^ IF NOT-X IS 
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the iJilc I ro^At ' [ ^ \Oi a j^j^ , 

\Vlv:it K lu h<.' v'hu ru'i lor h (^t'thc^c i^t^ p r < : rau '"i ^it : oil b is thdt tfu^y 
tnanai;t:: tu i: 1 1 r i . .a t r Uii' ru> S'K-n ptu>ii o! u iidcM' 1 yi t^)^ fl i s : nrt i ve c<mi- 
lU'Ctive by re [> ro nt ui^t it m ti.u'.riS ul o1 lu; su -)it.H;ciud nhderlying ele- 
ments 6sKh Ii\ AND, KO'l , VC/IA V/ANT and BE, in a -nannor whicli 
is consistent witli what vve have t>hs».;rv'ocl a bunt thcii' i;eiiuintic s . syntax, 
1 ^id : l uf r [)hv »1< )i;y . 

!f (■ ! : p.i i V' ! f :'i M' ^ n\ I i ve tlieoi v oi ».[u<.'S 1 1 on s NsntJj tJie dis~ 

C'j.ir-iv t ! -M-' • ' V- h . ■[ : : .1 ' h- ■ .jJt.M" N n [ ^ UM/C.jj'V :pe\-eral 

d\ - la .^ . r'ii*.>l. '.\\' U;e..ry v.li ( pa: s 1 1 o s , iiulrrect questions 

i : i ; p«.- i". : ! ; ^ ' ^ .4 c i itA;'.!.-'^ ni v n«j C['»e si lor^,-- , rea.^; it is not clejr 

ij.d fc 1 rpit a: ^1 : n = i m ■ i\' • ^ \ c - s v^/oidd i^^ related lo them in terms 

ihe d : .^v' X >■ lT \ \\\iy^\\ , S^. . -i.a, hy assuininvi that qi^esturn-y, ay ejtale- 
;!a;i. ts as -.^ t.d A snlo. > I'd in'A ad to a 5aiiten!:o %e}avA^ ;^oraains a Idrst and 

a seevjud ..i. r^*>r / :r '^:: i>i:iai:u.', ;:;:"!Ou^ n,i^'lo aht. An; ^A l v i dni i on ul 
prouoiun-), as well as yf.^aie ^)j^er s^anat tie ( j r-Ci|M.: j t ie s ci cpje^^lions ariti 
St i ! ! T i c n L ^ can a^ \ i .1 a Uied . :!:,d Ate^e wcjaAi renuAji nne>; plai rj.ible 
1 1 ^: e o r d i : . 4 i * ^ Hi e » . ^ 1 1 :i p 1 ) r t ^; u i : . O n At n Au; r \\ <x n d An e p e r f o r raa t i \' e 
theory s e 1 1 1 «aa a- -d e \'- A ti^e >i'y ^*i"d (l^ns ;says n^AlAaa adv>nt the extra- 

senlential < lai^tiMiias Antt h^AA fuj* cjee st 1 L-n ■ a[ ? fAva:; r di sc t mj r so s . Also. 

leisl Viae speciAc .^\.avvae ai^-Ar'Aoa hcriv c v^-k -^ir; c]neslA)i^-, mivI 
::it :i L e . ; le a J;re., tA; prt^.a.f' ' :i. t h^ : (hse.;^:r^c' ap:>i(:ifuAn l>ut no* 

A-e." p.M- r .^.\\ .. * \' h A;' ^A aa A ■ ^A - J ^-j of d^ s je nc t t \a? 

eunnee 1 1 ' 'e s.n:u; i a ruye.-! a^ • d the; rehAp.'o la-dw 1 idaau- y thereol. 
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1, Ttu .■ 

aa|.K*c t » *t tfii' \u.'ilx: V ! y : ni.[ ^1 i'-ict • I r<.' ui ye r> - Tio que 1 1 < )n,s . 0?ie cor ;i j<* lit 
of the p OS. ted > ;{t^ie r [y hil; structure, ?\ Oi\ NO'I'-X^ is one whicli yos-no 
<uie^tsoun sIk; r^- ii wxiwv si rt t v ukuU i:. , 'i'iu^ r tM^vic si -c CJin]>rnieiit. , 

• tlic i tiU'T liuuu, :^ i-tne \v[u>s».: eh st n biilioii is lunru I'eslrictecl in that 
it \ s Ufuuuc Ur v| , le .il I o! . H . S'.<. h ;lu ui i< Um' I y Mii^ structure nnouUI seeui tcj [je 
sul"!v<. u'l.t t'oi' '[ ;f^LU^..-7 sueli as iht^ Lol 1 v>\^ i : re you a carjjenlcr or 
'\ r^.' y L.ut. a.,u \ vmi ,v < 'i pvuiterV It is waU)! i'u>lele :y s au acctiuut, 

}i^>vvc\"'/t. (U <jucr^M;r.^ seru; ,is \'oii d re d a r j)cuU<* i , .Areii't yow'^ 

.'r r ^• [\'\ V ( J u ^l e ,1. r ; >e u t f: i* 
Arc you really carutUiter"/ 



[here ! H.U >i du u 1 - . ; a u ■ . ^:h.:.vuu!t Wi l!n.j:7;r' sentenc:es v/hich is t li^it 
-tlouuii fhu S;..e.{Suu' is -^v^'ari' ot Iviih a It t.- rn^it i ve s , lie would ]>re:er to 
hear otx as\vt' r : a r^.' t!ao. i ii^." uIIumu Thi-re itas lo a tlarcl coru[)0- 
r.er.t, t lie riM vU" f;- . 'luah \ y: u; liio tloup structure ot this suhclass 

■ ■I ^.a-s-i:^? uuv ::>t a =;■> -V ,;vu-r;uJ :'or lias fua-te reia: e ot the speakei'. 

{ A't us < ->aujiia." llit^ Oa:a:.)K-s1 r ^u jh r a s c s ol a neuliuil question aial 
a t. o jurt ; V ■ u(U a i; ar,v-r» a o.;;!*^ i. .Xra* }'ou a carpiu^ter^ means I aslv 
Vv> i t'.^ tt;]l riit." .V iH/i iivu yj'ju i iU! ,i c.i r|a^uito !" or not. ^'ou are a c a r |)en_U-!r . 
atc'u't ■/.^u';^ =a<o:a-^ .\:t- "^ -i * i" ui oU im' ^ir a iu.' y^ja juu ' i su^j^esl yo^i 
\ -.■\:'.,t^^ ]\\' o};r.,T'- a. U:rrcN rt , . oi' 1 1 ^ - re n t i a t i ij iu;ise<l 

U ^ a; rs I ■ i' ■ j ■ - U ^ 1 ; - ; ^ . . ^ I ; ; ; U U.^ ?■ l ; ' ! ! W U r a US i ra C t S I r OC 1 T Vf 

ccuJ.'iar^, u- i-'-o:^'. r ) r, <h a ;a: :i t i atLteuuu:! :iia!tiic I'cquest. cWSr>a 
: . ,= ■ • , , ' ; ^ . .^u I ■ ra' - • . ^..^ a 1 ■ ... : wi' -a :ua 1 v. U h ^au ■ ' u' 

• f - r • ■ ' . ■ ^ . . .. . _ - a ,.. . ^- - u'^ r . : ■ N ,-a . 1 s t :i 8 ' ; .t a ' ( aa ! >ai ' ' sju'a ke r " s 

■ ; > : ij ;• . ... • : u . . - ■ ^ ' ■ . u a ■ ^ a / ! . .V. a : . ' h o u o i J . : .■ u t : o o uu; e a e ^ uu 1 1 . 

1 :, :u ■ .-vu.>.3 a-:. :a a k ! o':i , lu^^'iu^-vr. as to tiie ru })re s e at at i on 

■ :. -y ■ . i,-. ■■■!■■. ■•.:u! i:v- a a ^uWl i:u-a saea.:es! tifat 
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wUhoul n;aki!iij, any ^ oi / = n n 1 i i i <• ' ;t >is l<.> llitt ^vay ui' reprti benlnl iuii. 
Second {Z), we euuid nidke ti slrongei* ehnrn by s])(;e i t y iiig llic manner 
in wliicli th' s stuliitiu-nl is lo tyr i ne u r pe ra tc^d in ttie <ioej:) structure 
re [) re se nMt i <.)n ot y*.".s-iMJ {|uo:Uu>ns. Oiu* jh/s s ! I m J it y^ (^-.a. ) is tliat \\ 
IS a c oil stitue 111 within tliu iaente^u e structure of tlie Inased question, 
riu' utile r possii>i[iiv {^.b.) ;S th't I he i.taleMicnt :M>n(:ars in tlic under - 
1 ^ • n . .• • i i ^ i ■ ' i 1 s < ■ ^ ■ > ' t « :< 1 i ^ I i -> M r a ' t I \ ■ < .■ ( p ] s 1 1 o n . 

V/h.i! a.'] a r< *M s i tivM cit i < ans \'t»a]ii sej*\a; to till the balance m favor 
u'f' m:u- r.,:!a< r fiii'i U.i- '-M;!'?- i >--,'.: b M u y V ^br^.o {!) r^iakes no claim about 
liie :iy:U.ac!u: .uitri la i tie se.i: -n^n ■ . .iV> ja mi i um \o Ije j*e j^i e se nled in the 
fieen straciure. Lnit (/..u ) ii^a f^.b,} sp^uMfy thril it :s a senteiico and 
that It iS fua- b.ia",:a i ^'v' c^n;, can cbw.i:;e b»?T cerL (H and by seeing 

\vhetlier there \ ara, i> >:ejU>l(; ni^e Tv.» bo :mtde in accounting for the syn- 
tactic s r'.*v: I V: re . li thori' i , \^a' \^oubl ch'>ooe {Z). The f < i I't he r c lioic e 
bel'/vcen {J'-.a.) .ind (.^.b.), o,: the otliei' hand, ch>es not rest directly on 
eaifi-rica: ., \iciiaum: {.\ b.) m prta^crabii; a l]K;ie is iialependent j\isti- 
ncalivjr^ t'>r ihe Cisco uaa* s a bn;»n>ar: o! fe^ramuair. 

hy cbs e r \'a t : I. m; 1 1 kMati,ia }, bioacd qac^siiv ns t an be class: tied as 

tn que St a n , s , icgativa' qu<;stionSv uucstions Sjiccial mooch questions 

coiaainu.:: vmrl.Cin .M.hu.M"bb. o c! C|u-'aM<na; \satl^ spec ml strf:ss and/ or 

:nUaiat:<-n v-fn-r ^. (a il^^fr v c; 1\' t ^ao' ^aao; and nei:ative cpiestions 

I 

u ill bo hsc:.3.a:a o; :,:voa' hi I . 

r 

Sv. ; c r : {C ir)b i of b^ » c ' o a. -.1 ' o' • -v .^ ^i^i o the bo^i as expre s Sed 

\ !) vvn Bb ro ;^^M- b ^ h ^ bb^b i ■( -o ii^ i :Ka b'; axswkr : 

Albl A: rh-; a. a. o;a:,a-on }• avn in be bl oc v »u ( j1ov> yt>1 ' 
(Ticb,-;. ^^'-a/b^y; 

]M; I .G.M U A >■ * ad": m^. /^iU ^ Ms-'t it rui^lib:^' (l^eaulieux I'^Sia 

r^[:><i AT: >..o-'.:., *i> .a- Mir .a' 'a^iuM a.a r tA-it ib'- ar,sv/er 

will b- :j<,>:aa;v^ ' a. ato-/i. oijuu \a.i..oi b)or,^o is ]vro!.>- 

ifa; i. ra* ; b .b o ieu<'e n 1 1 ;o 'C^nr f;a be r lacst h<iVe 
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4.Z.i Pacts. 1:. di jiC. s s i hl^ tti; quo 1: ■ . wc vvill first list o^ir 
|)ci*ties a:^ oljr^f r vc'tl in our language samjiU;, Suljsequcntly, wc try 



JAPANI^SK: nc, ^''g- takrti cic- sii !U' 'Fl is cxi^oii si w , dunM you think so?" 

UU>vdv.v. r-)nX iT ZIZi) 
K A N N j\ I) A : ; . g . ba r 1 y a lane A^ o u a r c c ? i n i n g ;■ a r f • n-' t you? 

(Bright iM'^.s, -iSiTp/aTso 15righl ut al, 23, 30) 

Kli.XSi: riiU ^^bcd .11 the v:\d i>t rlu^loriral <iuestioJ\s askiug consent fremiti 

Ihu p^'r:D'ai atui ri':D:^L'(l (l\a:>el 1^1, r,4l) 
TAMIL: -C: ( "b'ragt.' , I iit • igc i n ?; n n 1 ik* r (ie w: s s he U ; t'.g- ^^i'^^X- 

T[GKIN\'.\: (lay-, \orl>al pruiix: ' la rej^ciase (iv)L\'r(i clr<i positive" 

£^P'''i::^4i'^ TO M AKK 1^1^ E:^t^^i^'nK>x: r: j^oH pi^^AOH i^k^ng answer : 

B U 1 . Ci ;\ H L-\ X : i u ! ^ j u ; . g . li 1 11 i :i e \ ^> z m o r) 1 a k o \' n 1 1 It .v^o 'Is it i' e a 1 i y 

true thtt sur}) a. ikiirg iS possible".' '{i^eauliewx 19^0. 34^"^ffj 
13Ui\lA'l : bii; o,g* s: mujti'u !>araa alsi y^>'i really catch y<Jiir 

lii.>rS(,'V tccicMi jciH't' bii 'J)ul they come for siirr;? ' (Pujjpe 
k.^rO, "cj lie st ! o!^ s \\'\ll:a shade of di sl)el iet ") 

FANlf): ari.p.i; e.g. ar-a v\":)k..)rt^ anjpa 'Did yon really go? ' 

[B^ilTnci- atirrcTraut'l'^h^^rTvjy 
Gr:R\k\:\: J-lv^it;!^; i^i^ kj-ank':^ 'is she really sick'?' 

Sr] R !U ; ' C,' H C>.\ 'iA A >; , .'.rr ;r:j plies "(hnibt. surijris^.', ,1 scornful rejection 

Oil tnt- part oi tlso s [weaker. If the source sentence 
is nt'gatv/e, Zttr may iiriply belief that tlie opposite 
IS Tr-]c. ' ^:,g. .'a 1* it ^»5'^'i"^c ^Wliy, is }ie here?' 
f.\js<' /.a!' -^kt. "dt/niMes sarj-Jidse or aiuioyance at 
scaj:^' r.*M t»ss]ly, •;b[w;ation expectation") (Ridwell 

r»'--i, .\ ^ ■■1) 

'J'AMii : ! .a.-.i:.hah i ' r a gr ' ' j ; a > a no tayt^m 'Krtal e s \VirkJ;c]i?' 

(Ht^va nan 1^4 74) 

V' i t i /■A% > ! : ^ : ^ : . ; A f. ■ . .'^ ' o . \ oav.-i'tiia' 'Arc^ oas\'* 

1 1 I ■ s n 1" ; ) I- a-x.'d . ) ' (I ^^ t 1 V fk >, ) 

i'k.r : a o a a s^'^ r p ;a i e rt: r jc <> , sn; I'M<]'./X>lk v/heja-. :f 
ikL' a s ' v.a t n a-i r:.k.uM!(kMi olo^^'v \ i. Liasi' is fp\csn*ar"jt*d aial t lie 

(.*xp\.s 'A ■^i .i.^vAcr 1^ r« I i i la ■ ;a n \r , ihf; ^iju'ct ckoist: is ^n llie isuhcati\e« 
h'lt if t::e t:.\pv«a-M tiiSsV*.a* is j:eL;ativaj, o is in the subjuncAve (I-'rasor 
ir i d >. i 1 A 
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t'^i uiKii^itK- 6 <.r *u ri i:n(n.i; i^t llu^st; |)i-o|;t:* r Uc-ii- .uid vvt;/.vill raise 
ii.\c^{iK>v\ .t.,> w h a syntcM i;v use ronld \)c rnticiu ot an uiirk- rJ yuit; 
Structure winch Ciriit tins cJim i,t iMt ; vc .stjitloico, whiire the proposition 
\ 6 one (.>t t\\e a 1 to i'n<i t : ^'c: s ► 

Seni ant ic ..ii I y , as it ^.v.is ji^c alH)v<.', tai; t^pietUions lie long to 

tht! cla!3s i)f l>ia^e«.i tpiestu^n:?. An niyscrvciium will ^jcrvc t o cha rac te ri^se 
tla^ *( iMis b: ts. hi i.-\^'\ y tag qiu^stion. tlu- taa^ itsef:' Is really 

fiMi i.:Haiit, ai U-aui sonu- 1 a \":g liaises sneh 
a r> I .ir. C J 1 . ! h , < 1 i\ t> M . \ . vii.d Ml ) AiU /\.'^ : J u- r ;.Lit.,u:ct^, r)utli Yoi\ ai'e 
iA->:n^, ^iVcn't V'Vi ' aa^l V< a ft iu-;;u;. liicta llie briiiiL? rb:ng [provided 
the latier is [jia -li.'a r^v L-a vacta a a r r !:a;a h \'e aitaaiaM;. 

Sy ijT ao t LC a li y . Ly::. » j av- si i wa always ct/nai^st t";t a tA<.>n - al te rra.it i ve 
cU^c I a ra I i .1/ rsiat^' .n.- at ([\e C'att I ^ r ia-U:]'re<i lo as ' laiam sentence") and 
an i nto r r j,a 1 a.iri (hi^r<axner vcicvri.n\ Vj as ' tay'\ with tlie lerrii 
"tag qxiobli on r^^ar 'en L 'n' r i./ 1 r ivia i n; ti> tl^e \v!u,da ta>i t r ac 1 1 un) . 



Mpl 1 v.aa ! 



! . i, a ; : J . t J : ; , V ■ 1 I a 



l.L^t US fir^U di 



Scai r> o I la," n au ; ] i • 



nst iiaiea ,1 ae at'vl iratjx' 
You arc a^ii'^e. 



fcnv ia 1\} See tJiat the inain 5L-;enterice 



^ua>n t \a. 



Yim; ar / ^->\:a: , i - - - 
[r^i;}-^^ 

A re y<.*n j£onn^ 

( a I'e n ' t v (a i ? 



As i^a- ian. . ::a.: . v - a ie:aM;, ^ :^ >i Ue ru-ak^. \'vhtjre as any neutl'al 
c oast ra;. t iv>;; w ati nt^ Oian^nr^^n a "a;th ar nnusuttiaa jjaticrn t)ut turn ibeni 



) lit <:> a h a ' ^ I'd <'|a r • ^ ' « 

-::e s V ■ f -y fi la. . 

r«.>a Si ii I er-'tJ r r 

yt ! s n' a ua' ' : ' '^r, -n ^ 'U; 

: n (1 lu: ■ '1 ■:■ ^3. : ■ « . 1 a a i a 



i a , s f rt "e ( i th 1 s ttuir tfe Tiiacaj irt'j Ijiased ones by 
% a= .'defja. . .-I iaa -iSiarcd into la'alral 

a a '.>ds\'r^ani ^n Ki CiI,I^d[, ,)!' t ine.'eyint; bni 5j ir^ 

a*; :i , i^;.^ a v < d J" e i I 1 1 ' n ja ta<" n d ] '.:)^.\a na aann-nces' 

.a- 1 I :< i n ■ at^ aal .lavldn;- .\\\)' (ivaAatal). 



t >v l: vie i\ ^ II. .'VKiat aarttai^ ^^ly (|ae5;1iens m SAa'CWR. 

d ::^-;;ev -^-'.^ -a-e^ .a ■ vr,, re ^a e./ jaiv' ^i" aala"*,^' an; clanns. 
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tiin.'.y I'nal nia n^'«*-itioas '"na:ist e3ten" 



a ra: f ; 



The cUuTa iNit i vc lu'iliirt" of tlu' tvunii senU. iiCit i-^ also showti by the fact 
that sortiL' setiteiuH; :t.(l vt* fb i<il s ^:aii cjccmr \n declaralive sequences ami 
in llui :naui siMiteiu:c v)t tai; s t s , b\il iu)t iii wU cm* r ( )gat i ve stMitencos, 
such as ^aM'lamly (as it is ]>t>Witc<.l oul ui Kalz arui Postal H7)» For 

ihii requ\rcnuMil that this inaui bentc-iice be; a n o n - a 1 1 e r ri a t i v e s t a t e n ic; n t , 
eorniJare I'bNGLlSM Vm^j^irt' goin^j ur you are nut ^onig. 

'.'You art! jjcnni:^ or you arc not tjoin^ aire yo^^'"^ 

'Die iriaiu ^^^^lil^ii' therefore, a.ppears to have two restrictions on 
\{ la or<i<,'r to quality: thrU it be dec la r a t i vc and that it Ije not alternative- 
la.'t U3 !io\v Ir'tki! a look at t<ii;s and ace. v. hat are the properties that are 
necessary tor ([uesl)c;ns lo have in order tor iherri to be possible tags. 

Looking at tags ui virions la.iguages trooi a pa radd j^rnat ic jjoint ot 
view, one possible c la s si 1 1 ca t ion would be the following: 

K id rmat I ta (e,g. ijil ^^^ll^^ jjiiJ;^_£i>J^ 

ii, aei;alive lays (e, g. ^ hi j^a 1 1 ed . ^chalji^ 'J^^ 

3. alteiUuUi\e tags {e.g. MANHARIN nij^ianz^i hui jia sh T bu shT 

'You are ^<uiig horni\ aiauVt youV ' A'here slu bu slu is 'ds not i s'u ) 

-1. (hsjuiu tionnl tags (e.g. OKi^MAiJ h: r ist krank, oder ^ 'He is 
sick, isivt he'^' vdicre ^'de_i;;_is ''or'') 

proaoiiiinal tags (e.g. CildHMAN' h^£ts_war gut__, ^'^J^s ? 'Tins was 

good, wasn't it' wdiere was is "wtr'\t?") 

;n! e r it'C t i*aK4 t^-gs (e.g. He is coming. ) 

^ihe tag ]d an ■ > '*td m la 1 1 \-e oredaate i! L. a negative predicate m 2, a 

disiuurtaai <.u lA" ; prt'du" alr^ , , a dis -u-ci-^U' taauit-ctive \\\ -4. , a 

uronnivi in -> . . anrl cM": i i-itr r umM i on if] ' . aid f^. could be labeled 

A 

\ , .g'..U he r J :->:u.s? .u.i; . ^ ■ a - -a * 

Wh:a. tie oa;d m: UaVur t ia s c bt s b ■ p v' ."^ 1 > ( >vi \^ that it is einpua- 

c.Ul\* s t i i^iaua a ! a-^ tlu* a :a^/''a-^ t*- ha exii^-asn a* ;a:dlht' clns^st'S c\ re 
rn auaUv e.-aUusa:e (e\a:y tag i.b:^er /e(i ^ an be unaiiioty cbissitied w:th:n it^ 



J.,'/ (i-'Va .11) ya-![j ad, at and tih rec laaa'acM-y vao'db saaa- the 

■ n a.: a, a ,a-.v' tia- Siaa;Kai Tapeal wbit Vu o.n :! . 
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aiiti ttuit it ur> nu/i -arbit i ,; .-A ]<- ilsi . ti llit^ sen^fj lliat all tl;e classes are 

The cJciiisificat lOM oi tai; f|ucsiiaris ^^ivcn here cone c n)S a smaller 
set of lin^vusl'.c struclares Uiaii UUan's claysitication (19o9, 50) and the 
criteria are al^o rl i r<' tH . I J ".Kin first cji si inginshes Uiuhiple choice 
tags (e.g. I low about . . . ?) aiui bn^u-y clioice tags. Of these two, we 
ai'e only ccuu ernccl \\']\h, tlie latter, because of {he priucij^al interest of 
the }) a J ?e r \v h l c h i s a b o ;i t C[ \ j ^; ' u j i , s Ci n s w e a b L c b y yes and n o. He f r t h e r 
su b(l i %• H :/i . icf r y t. la;: c I' Kti;s Hrjw ], aneriiati\-e tags C(^i:s:sling of 'or' 
arai Z. "rec^iicsl L-u^ i nt^> nn. i 1 1 v j - 1 yj)(" tav^s, Ol 1hese. 'or'-s are consi- 
dered lie re tags only ii I'nc ni t.-yiil'm^ (Question is a ]:)iasiai opie. "'Request 
lor i nf (J n nat iori' ' typu a la: suljriLvidcii by UHaii iJ^t{j a/ r^egative con- 

si rue rioris {nb*S'-cif |)as). i;/ :MK>iU\^e c oi: st rue I i ons (ROTUMAN ne 'is')/ 
c / i t i t e r i c: c t i o u s , a i ^ <\ d : 1 1 i :i t; e II a n e o u s t y [:» e s ( R U S S I A N j^r a v- r 1 a . T AG A - 
LOGafKJ. "ir^itlt" cir^d wliai'. i* ; ^ ; ji ' c h \ e 1 y ) , C^ur six surface tyjjes co3'- 
respond tc> IJltan's c aa. a i^o r i e s v-. tViu t'all(j\ving ifiai.ncr: aff i r:'n at i vc to 
Z/h, negaUxa* to it fa aial ::;v^:oe i-f »'! tan's epical ion particles {l^'f'9j 
elite mat ive t^> so^Viu -'f 1< /vK oi sj^u^ctive tcj soriie of Z/d, pronominal to 
Some of 3/d. aia] i ijh,' r jim I n a-.:i 1 tf ^ Z/c, 

LookiLL; at tai^s synJ ago i i ^ al [y , i,e. r o rj i- i rj their syntactic 
properties in rc):itiv>n to the oxatru. tk; [>ropi'rties of the"ir eontexl, rather 
tliaii eoi.sak ri^l^ th^ nist by 1 bia l Sid v'c tisere Is aj:4a3ri some emerging 
:.>ittern* -> 1. ; ^ - A h.t, )a';.raaion ^.>f s-'oe jjM'I CjI ihe mau^ sen- 

tettCe> ..dly tla* pr LaiiO at^: ana la-rliap^; ais^.^ so^nv c.a}i«^r c on st i1 uc n( s , 
IhfSi^ ^ ' ' t r - \ ':i - 1 r \' \' prr^jf iMm^s oi tVu: in:-!iri s<fntencc 

such ■.^.■r-- ty;-«. - •• i .ron"! dor, b v '^n w; i^NCHdSM — or per- 

soTi (..p. - L^-'' ' ^^'2^ "^^^^ I'.XrWdSIiK d he (dhc-r cdass ot tags 

d(.<;;i not sbv^ \ariraio 1 x rnaa- :J por ^d re.\ to [)io>pe rtiv*3 o! llu^ nniin setUencc. 
'Jdds C ').': pbj eni (d v-,s lia- nr.a ota:, h'>\-,i;ver. o<m: i)L' characterized 
1 .:ah-M* in ■ i'o'o;.- tb/r^ Oi^^^aiva: si vara. an, ins'd.vi aj^ a ta^; dof»s not 
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1,1,^, il IS liul (li b jviu^ t . v>na 1 , p r v)iiot umI , dv mle r iec t i ojkiI llie class 
ol lexKcW iltM^3.s lhal it cuiilain:> lari be cha rac i u ri zed as beuig fairly 
iu\\'ro\v : a IS always an existential vei'b or a copula and/or words 
such ab 'I ruth ' , ruc' ' , 'righT, 'so\ yus', 'no\ Furthermore, the 
person and r^nrnhor, if any> is always singular third person. 

An example tor this type of tag question^ henceforth called n^elatag 
(jue St Lon , as c-[jposed to tluj t;rst ty[3e licucc forth called resunij^tive tag 
(juestiori^. is I^NGI fSH 'iV-^; are ^^^dnt^j J^^^^^ '^I ^^^2.0 ^igj^i'^ Tho fact that 
both int^talags aral Vv! s>]ni])ti s'e tags can be cliarac t e r i /.ed independent 
from each k'lher, i»e. (lot ]\\^\ by lacking the proj^ertios of their coni- 
*plurnent class, is taken to be an indication ol the validity of the proposed 
cla s s 1 f LC at uiii . Anotl;er piece of confirniing evidence is that each of 
these tv/ij clascies of tai^s behave hor:u)geneou si y l)y criteria other than 
that of Ir ;.;:cal c o-m [> : • i or as well. Three [M'oj)erlies all further charac- 
terising their relat lonshi p il'i tlu:Lr main sentence ha^■e been found to 
hoUl true tor ail r s uj a ]>u vx- taLi^-. FM'st, there are restrictions on tlu; 
respecti^t: at f i r: c: at to:; values in the oiaM; sentence and in t'nc tag: Ihe^y 
are ordinarily ca>jjOi.ile. Sec ond, resumptive tags are never luUruncated 
se.'iten.Les: Sinr.e lieletion or s 'Uist Uuti i >n seems alwa^vs obligatory (cp. 
KNGLISH He a . duhi;^ he^ r^^ andHUNGAU[AN ^■ Olvas tad, 

ijiLLllJiki-J:jil'i^L^ Y v»u- r cad- it , !au y^ni ■ read-it . ihird. the tag follows 
t I U-* n 1 . : : ; s e ; a a I i V. c . 

'J r^..-^ IS nut cpsite so :r. i.NvjijS)!. \ .ire j^oinj,, art^ you'.^ is gram- 
^natM-a! n i^i^Il'i:■>h irCGIdSU ai\ a staadard lag quesuon and it also occurs 
:.i AM a' A'\ l A- Crl iSil aHbu-^'b \u1h : luran . r^e; dufi^rent fro:n ordinary 

o ^ t:: oi-s . H i^^a.>^l'r, i-\au: i'NCil.ih>iI has <t reslrictuni on the slracture 
•a r*.-,s : ..pi.v^.: Ci^:^ r: ! • : . s ui ter'n.s i>f the resj»ective affirmation values 
>=f i'i.x r ; ;V';Ui':;r .,^(1 {h-^ \ ^ iN that tlh'Y r-asi not hotli be nei^ative 
{' Vvr: iiaa a A^^'^- -.^ ^^"^'-^^ voaV) \\ ; mt ja: s t : a 1 hat as t^rov/n ai^fl ilanlon 
obsvr".vU {1 M ,b VrV. L^sGt.lbli chMdrea do^naVe OKSlakes in lhv» u^a^ of 
rt^s i-ajai'v Jju^ . r.!NGI b-H liyuoui.^ a Vi < f r 1 ia n a1 i \a.' la^; alltM' aa aff^rn'ia- 
U ^ a- : ■ : t ■ a s . . - * a : . .. . ba! a* ''c v b / ' : i ai; a, Ut/gat i \ a vat; after a !U'i];a t ^ vi' 
bt Mil via-' " 
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As Uii* .1^ 5nel.,:la^^ - i'f u i>:it. ^ rj.(;<i, 1 t i it; ; i : CCMilraol with rc^,i;fi[j- 
tivf t^^gs 111 lerr':>:5 t>t ihi: nrbt rr:li;riun, an :.! at loabl some of thern m 
tevn\s o( tlu' second arid third. Cuucerning tViu criterion of respective 
atfirsnalion \'alues» corripare i^XGLISfi rii^ht, U self affi rniati ve . f'RENCH 
IV est -ce pa s, itself negative, inr] MANDAHIK sh^ }>m sh\ is i.ot is ", 
itself alterrialive, all of v/hich can erraally occor alter affirmative or 
negative r;iain seiitera es. (>o]x- ruing the critoric^n cjf d( letion. comi- 



;are lil'XCxAKI A>i Joss^^. ig:*'-. / 'Yv>uare coining, a re a 4 j/ou ' where 



the tag IS - fall :.t e : c r- :::ea:.::r:: Is it traeV ^ Fi?NGI ISH r ight . for 

instaiiCe, ih^,/V.'S that lud r- 1 1 :;-(!M:agi. are -aaicleted. As for sentence- 
final pusitiwi:, tins .s .igain iJi'.^p'.rrty v h:ch is true lor .ill resumptive 
tags and iu>i true for son e o n noi a!^ inetatags. Non- sentei^ce final posi- 
riL>n IS aK'/ays o;st <^r.^'ther ilNaoniTivt' tu sentence - f: i-al position for 
]oetatags it it is p^^sslbhJ a' all. The nietatag i/iay o.j sentenc e - i n i tial 
and setit^-nc c : . vOK: : H' ■/^■-.K- iw "^'a {y^^^ "S^; -r^-.t: St 1 or, 'a e.g. 
ehnesz Peterhe/ . ^liil i ''^i^' i:!'^ • ^ J.^!^ ^ i' lli^il ^ Pf^terhez ^igye elrnesz 
all rntniiung A'vjo a 1 1 1 ^o lo i'eter, right^ ) and ■ FRKNCM ( n est -ce p as ; 
cp. Ultan 1'^' '\ SO); and lo ]'A\ "'J ri nv£ ' in-t-is' . ense ' I dori't say'' 
are descrihed as ser^i enc e - 1 o a ni 1 ':igs aiid there is n<> ir.dication that 
tliey :ruiy be sentenc e - 1 ma 1 at tlK 'i he s^roie :s t roc for flKF'iRFAV halo^ 
gh^ssedas 'ont - a>-. n^ ; , i y . ;sji': n t me 'liat.. A. "-srA? il so'. Viun't youo 

m : s c - J • ■ y . ^ d ^ .a r crd 1 y of a , a binary 
:,-git ;r ^cp. iC..se.: h^':'.. H. 73, .^h 
14-, Ziii. loneacre ti' n ii, ^ f r>:n:a. o:* n. bOX'i (XA BALAN- 

'. \ n^'" n- ^ :s vdAon' ^eracnire f*nal or it 
:e;;t o'c}: i ;> Aaj i'-'cnd p-.n:U cn' tr:e rpa^s- 
)h"Av\V,r>:: M KM Al.AX anri 

Ai'TA iAhAiA'io' ■ -o-re *;-e i ,\ m ■ih/aiyt se : a v :a...«,* - 1 1 n-d ; hot .t )S rot 
<dear iv \ s r- h ^-.o ■ Ae n- ^ ;: ■..■/A'e'* are " o o t .j. or of 

tile ri; snr; o ; ■ ; e ;■ n-an 



e S I " C t' t J : S 1 i ' 

lo.ce q .„u oar* 



'JO a. s -y''' o ■ S r oi 
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Of the four criteria mentioned in connection with the dichotomy 
of resumptive tags and metatags lexical composition, affirmation 
value, deletion^ and ordering the two latter ones define resumptive 
tags as one class (deletion and sentence-final position is obligatory for 
all of them) but do not define metatags as one class; some are like 
resumptive tags in these respects. Given that we have found much 
fewer examples of resumptive tags anyway, we conclude that these two 
properties are general properties of all tags, with occasional exceptions 
which just happen to be all in metatags in our sample. We are thus left 
with the other two properties lexical composition and respective 
affirmation values in the tag and in the main sentence — as operational 
criteria for classifying tags: resumptive tags share lexical material 
with the main sentence and there are restrictions with respect to the 
affirmation values in the tag and in the main sentence; whereas metatags 
are independent from the main sentence both lexically and in affirmation 
value . 

The following chart summarizes resumptive tag questions and 
metatag questions according to the distribution of affirmation values 
in the main senteiice and in the tag, with illustrative examples for 
easy identification. \y means "occurs"\ 0 means ''does not occur". 
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Tag type 


re:sumft[ve: tag questions 


METATAG QUESTIONS 


Mam\^ 












































You are 


You are 


''•You are 


You are 


Sie gehen, 


ni xi^nzai 




going, 


going, 


going, are 




nicht 


huf jia, sli 




are you? 


aren 't 


you or 


right? 


wahr ? 


bu shi 


+ 




you? 


aren't 






'You are 








vovi ? 


1 




going home 














arcn't yoi^i?' 














(ELUot 














1965, 83) 






0 


0 










You aren't 


'►'You 


'■-You areni 


AT Li 

You ai'aiT 


Sie gehen 


maga neni 




go^J^gi 


aren't 


going, are 


going, 


nicht , 


betora, igaz 




are you? 


going, 


you or 


r 1 gnt r 


nicht 


vagy jicm 






aren't 


aren't you 




wahr ? 


igaz 






you ? 








lou are noi 














a burglar, 














are you ? ' 








0 


Qi 








'*=You are 


-''You £ire 


=-You are 


'-'You are 


•'^Sie 


-•Yovi are a 




going or 


going or 


going or 


going or 


gehen 


burglar or 




you areiVt 


^Tou areii't 


yovi aren't 


^'ou arai^t 


oder sie 


you are not 




gomg, • 




going, are 


going, 


gehen 


a burglar, 




are you? 


aren 't 


you or 


right? 


nich t, 


is this tme 






you ? 


arenU you? 




nicht 


or isn't it? 












wahr ? 





Gaps in the last row are rcsuKs of the requirement that the main sentence 
be non-alternative. The other occurrence gaps are due to the fact that 
there are coocurrence restriclionei between main sentence and tag values 
in resvu-optive tag questions. 

Let us next turn to the cross-linguistic distribution of resumptive 
tag questioPiS and metatags questions. In general, the resuniptive type 
has beet) found documented for a handful of languages only and all of these 



ERLC 



- 139 - 



languages also appear to have the meta-type, Brown and Hanlon note 

{I970t 15) that right --a mctatag in ovir terminology and interjec- 

tional tags such as huh are acquired earlier than "resumptive'^ tags. 

Beside ENGLISH, KIWA[ and TAMIL are the only languages found 

which appear to have tags that qualify for being resumptive by both the 

criterion of lexical composition and that of opposite affirmation value. ^ 

In TAMIL, only one single sentence was found to indicate their existence: 

nii py sollamaattee, solveeyaa ^'you lie tell-indicative-not-^sg tell-future- 

7 

2sg-question" -{Srini vasan 1968, 32). Evidence for KIWAI is provided 
by the following sentences (S. A. Wurm, p.c): 

roro aimeriauriama paikiaur igo "yo^"S^^^g^^^^''^^g^tiv^ you- 
singular - saw-them not-you-singular-saw-them" ^You (singular) did 
see them, didnH yovx? ' 

roro paikiauriamago riaurigo ' si^'^g^^l^^-^rg^^i-ve not-you- 

singular - saw-them you-singular -saw-them" 'You didn't see them, did 
you? ' 

In addition to ENGLISH, KIWAI and TAMIL, there was one language 
found, FINNISH, which has resumptive tags, by the criterion of lexical 
composition, and two laiiguages, THAI and YORUBA, with tags that 
appear to be resumptive by the criterion of opposite affirmation value. 

For FINNISH^ compare sina menet» et kd (nii ) "You are going, 
aren't you? ^ and han menee^ ei ktJ niin 'He is going, isn't he? ^ Et^ 
and e^ eire two forms of the negative verb corresponding to the respec- 
tive second and third person in the main sentence predicates* (Data 
from Russell Ultan, p.c») 

^ Wurm informs me that both colloquial TURKISH and colloquial 
JAPANESE have resvmiptive tags^ Example sentences, however, have 

not been available. 
7 

After 'an affii'iriaiive siateinent, ilj^oj^ar^, ''not -question'\ \s used. 
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The svispected resumptive tag iti THAI is niaj. It is a single 
negator and thus the criterion of lexical composition does not apply, 
but by the criterion of respective affirmative values it turns out to be 
a resumptive tag, since it must not occur after a negative sentence 
(cp. Haas 194«, 352; Campbell 1962, 81; Voegelin 1965, 33 ; Chaiyaratana 
1961, 225f). 

The same argument applies to YORU]JA» /Vbi means 'or' and it is 
a tag (Delano 1963, 8), The criterion of lexical composition does not 
apply again, but it has the same restriction on it as THAI maj : it must 
not occur after a negative sentence (Ayo liamghofjC, p,c.). In other 
words, we explain this restriction on the occurrence of maj and ^bf by 
claiming that what is deleted in ther.e tags is, for rna[, the verb of the 
main sentence and, for libi, the negated verb of the main sentence 
and by assuming that such resumptive tags must differ from the main 
sentence in affirmation value. The assumption, therefore, that there 
is such a tag type as resun^plive turns out to be explanatory with respect 
to some facts of THAI and YORUBA. 

If ^bi is really a resumptive lag, then the generalization that the 
existence of a resut^iptive tag itnplies the existence of a metatag in all 

languages would have an exception, since ^bi is the only tag YORUBA 

8 

has {Ayo Bamgbose, p.c,) 

Son^e excunplos ot metatag questiovi^ are given below. 
METATAG QU KSTIONS WITH AFF1RMATIVI-: TAGS: 

ENGLISH: {i s^^!.'!) JL^ti^.)^^^''^^ * after affirmative statenient: He is your 
^^L^^-?ilL^£iH.^l^ after negative ^itatcrnent; ^^g ^ ^_ Y ^ ^ 
b rothe r> right ? 

F. IIouse[K>lder pointed ovit that in ENGLISH there is 
a stylistic differencr:^ between llie use of resumptive tags 
and the ^ise of metaVagh?. Iv'ietatags are argun\entative and 
occur particularly in opening premises of an attempt to 
pe r 3 L * a d e ^ > i r. o > > n e of oi ! i o t ) i ) n y . Me a 1 b o p v < > v i d e d some 
good examples: I'he moon is made of green chese, right? 
\Vby-»yot buy a s^^u'e in my moon transportation company, then?" 
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The following generaUzations can be made concerning the cross- 
linguistic distribution of the two types of tag questions. All languages 
investigated for which tag constructions were described at all have the 



(Footnote 8 continued) 

Five times five is twenty-five, correct? Then how come 
you paid twenty-seven fifty? ^' Bolinger (1957» 18) does not 
consider right to be a tag of the same order as didnH he 
etc., because he says that right is "intonationally separate 
and has primary stress. *' 

GALA: miti after affirmative statement: Dufera, miti 'He has 

come, hasn't he?'; after negative statement: hinPufera i^iiti 
^He hasn't come, has he?' {Mulugetta Effetta, p.c). It is 
possible, However, that miti is not a predicate and thus not 
an affirmative tag. 

GERMAN: ja. "yes"; after affirmative statemetit: Du wirst schlafen, ja? 

'You will sleep, won't you?'; after negative statement: Du 
wirst n icht schlaf en, ja? ^You won't sleep, will you? ^ 

HAUSA: ne "is"; after affirmative statement: _ mu, mun^ da shi ni 
"as-for-us, we have it do-we?" (Kraft 1963, [, 168); after 
negative statement: (no example found) 

HUNGARIAN: ugye "so-question-particle", igen '^yes"; after affirma- 
tive staten:ient: hrtn^ 'He is sick, isn't he?'; 
^^^^o^lugye) 



> ( ugye) 



after negative statement: nem beteg, (v^ye) 'He isn't 
sick, is he ? ^ 

JAMAICAN CREOLE: im_g, yaa "yes"; after affirmative statement: 

Jicn SUP gud, iing 'Jane sews beautifully, doesn't 
she?'; after negative statement: uno n o go de, yaa 
'You won't go there, will you? ^ (Bailey 1966, 
55, 91; Bailey, however, classifies the last exam- 
ple as one for a tag imperative) 
MAl.AY: 2iL "y^-s"; after affirmative statement: saja tunggu, ja 'Ich 
wartc, ja? ' (KWhler 19^^5, 61); after negative statement: 
(no example found) 
ROTUMAN: ne^ "is"; after affirmative statement: fa ta pot par, nc 

^The man is very clever, isn't he? ' (Churchward 1940, 61); 
after negative statement: (no example found) 
RUSSIAN: pravd a "truth"; after affirmative statement: ti y evo sl usil, 
pravda ' You heard him , didn't you? ' (UUan 1969, 50); 
after negative i^tatement: i^jy''£'^;^^J}j£ slvisil, P££Y^^ ^You 
difln'i hea r \uxn, did you? ' 
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nieta type. The few languages that have been found to have the resump- 
tive type also have the metatype, except possibly YOROBA, as it 
was pointed out above. Within both types, negative tags prevail over 



(Footnote 8 continued) 

SOMALI: sow tnaaha "perhaps not-is"; after affirmative statement, 
see Bell 1953, 5tj; after negative statement: (no example 
found) 

SPANISH: verdad "truth" 

SWAUILI: ndiyo "yes"; after affirmative statement: mume stara , 
n diyo 'A husband is a protector, is this the case?' 
(dubious, sarcastic; Closs l9o7, 113);after negative 
statoment; (no example found) 

METATA G QUEST IONS WITH NEGATIVE TAGS: 

Negative statements with tags, as maybe negative statements in 
general, are less frequent in use than their affirmative counterparts* 
As a result of this, for soine languages, no examples were found for a 
negative statement with a tag, as the gaps in the listing above show. 
Whereas these gaps did not hinder identification of affirmative tags as 
belonging to the metatype — the cr\icial point being that they cooccur 
with affirmative staten^ents lack of examples for a negative statement 
cooccurring with a negative tag inakes the criterion of independent affirm- 
ation value inapplicable to such tags. If, in addition, such tags do not 
even contain any lexical n^aterial other than just a single negator, classi- 
fication becomes even more tenuous. I^aT'fguages which have single - 
negator-tags and there is no evidence stated or exe?*nplified whether they 
can cooccur with negative statements or not are starred in the listing below. 
AMHARIC: a(y)d^lUhn "ia it not"; after affirmative statement: 

h edw al, ad^tl Uim 'He went, is it not? '; after negative 
statement: aljie dhlm^ ad^^!j li!m 'He didn't go, is it not?^ 
(Eeslau I'H^},, ivl'V; cp, alscrOawkins 19o0. 52) 
BENGALI: na "not" (also *'or''); after affirmative statement: kal asbo 
na 'I shall come tor^^orrow, shall I not?' (Hudson 1965, 34); 
after neg^ilive. statenient: nc) exaiviple found, but Charles A. 
Ferguson (p.c.) believes it occurs. 
ENGLISH: no, i£^i^t tVuit so\ after affirtnative statement: He is still a 
friend of yours, no? {jdioleclic ); after negati\^e statement: 
He is not a f j^if 'pd of your s any more^ that so? 

FANTE: n^c ''not is", mense "I don't say"; before affirmative 
statement: mense ^hay^ "do-I-not^-say he will do it 
'He will do ii, won't he?^; before Tiegative statement: 
ny ^ nkDk^. "isn^t it you not go" 'Will you not go? ' (the 
gloss is proi)leinatic here.' fs this a tag question or a 
negative question?) {Balme r -Grant I9:i9. <1, 70) 
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affirmative and alternative ones. In our sample, as the comparison 

of the two lists shows, every language except for one (ROTUMAN; i.e. ■ 

8 out of 9) that have affirmative metatags also have negative metatagsj 



(Footnote 8 continued) 

FINNISH: eikb niin "not-is -question so"; after affirmative state- 
tnent: sina menet, eikd niin 'You are going, right? 
after negative statement: sina et menet, eikO niin 
'You are not going, right? ^ (Russell UUan, p.c) 
FRENCH: n'est-ce pas "not-is not^'; after affirmative statement: 
Vous av ez lu le livre, n^est-ce pas? ^ You have read the 
book, right?'; after negative statenjcnt: Vous n'avez 
pas lu le livre, n'est-ce pas? 'You haven read the book» 
riglit? ' 

'^^FUI^ANI; naa "not"; alter affirmative statement: na nde lisa naa 
Ut is Jesus, isn't it? ' (Stennes 1961, 55, but KUngenheben 
19b3, Z46 glosses this type of question as a neutral one, 
e« g, wari na 'Bist du gekommen? '); after negative 
statement: {no exan'iple found) 

GERMAN: nicht (wahr ) "not {true)"; after affirmative statement: 

Du hast geschlafen, nicht wahr? 'You slept, didnH you?'; 
after negative statement: Du ha st nicht geschlafen, nicht 
wahr ? 'You didn't sleep, did you? ' 

GREBO: he sea "or-lie -question" (conjectured etymology ') ; after 
affirmative statement: ) duda bla hesea 'He pounded rice, 
didn't he? '; after negative statement: j yida bla du hesea 
'He didnU pound rice, did he? ' (Innes 1966, 108) 

GUJARATl: ne "not"; after affirmative ejtatement: e awy o chene 'He 
has come, hasn't he?' (Cardona 1964, 238); after negative 
statement: (no example found) 

HAUSA: ba^ "not"; after affirmative statement: ka ze ba "yoii-have 
come not?"; after negative statement: har ya novi bcl ku 
"until now not you-have left not? " (Kraft 19b3, I, 168) 

HUNGARIAN: ncni (igaz) "not (trvie)"; after affirmative statement: 
et tel, ne m {i ga/.) 'You l"iave eaten, haven't you? 
after negative str.tcment: nenn e ttel, nem 'You have 
not eaten, have you? ' 

ILONGOT: (qed) be:t "(not) question"; after affirmative statement: 
pilipinu siya, (qed)be:t "Philippine is, (not) question" 
'She is Philippine, isn't she? after negative statement: 
qawana q ube ri ma qansiN, (qed)be:t "not pretty the dress 
{n(jt) question" "fho L^ress isn't pretty, is it?' (Michelle 
Rosaldo, p. c . } . 
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and for ROTUMAN there is no evidence to exclude the possibility. 
This implicational relationship also appears to hold for resumptive 
tags: the only languages that have been found to have both affirmative 



(Footnote 8 continued) 

'^'ITALIAN: no "iio^'; after affirmative statement: fa bello oggi, no 
'It is a beautiful day, isn't it? ' (Rabel 1961, 64f ) ; after 
negative statement: (no example found) 



JAMAICAN CRF:0LE: 



im 



gaan 



no "not"; after affirmative statement: 
arcdi , no ^She has gone already, hasn't she? 
after negative statement: Jan no waan go, no 
'John doefjn^t want to go^ does he? ' (Bailey, 
19^6, ^55) 

-'-KANNADA: alia "not"; after affirmativ^e statement: kopegu 
bandyall fet 'Yo\i have conie at last, haven't you? ' 
(Bright 1958, 48; he says it is a rhetorical question; 
cp. also Spencer 1914, 154); after negative statement: 
(no example found) 

^ een "no"; after affirmative statement: wa phii la da san 
katnikatni, '^een "O, you have grown up so much, haven't 



HASI: 
^:^LATVIAN: 
=:^MALAY: 

PANJABI: 

SPANISH: 
^^SWAHII.I: 

TAGA1.0G: 



you? ' (Rabel 19t)l, 64f); after negative statement: (no 
example found) 

vai ne "or not"; after affirmative statement: mate ir 
'Mother is in the room, isn't she? ' 

(no 



istata, vai no 



{Lazdina l9oi>, 35); a£ter negative statement! 
example found) 

bu kan "not (is)" (?); after affirn^iative staten^ient: tuan 
saudaagar , buk?in^ "yovi salesman, tio" 'You are a sales- 
man, aren't you? ' (K^hler 1965, 61); after negative 
statement: (no example found) 

na "not"; after affirniative statement: o gr^ si na_ 'He 
went, didiiU hfj ? ^ after negative statement: o nai si gr ^ 
na 'He didn't go, did he?^ (Gill and Gleason 1963, 26bff) 
no e s verdad "n<^t is true" 

after af Ci r/^iative statement: n^\une slara. 



3^1 vo 



no 



siyo ^ A husband is a protector, isn't this the case? ' 
(Gloss 19(>7, in); after negative statement: (no exam- 
ples fou.nd) 

hiridi ba "not que stion" ; after affirmative statement: 
_s^iya ani> pi1ij)inu, hindi ba 'She is a I'ilipiMO, isn't 
she?' (l^ov/on I9oS , .'0); aiter negative stateTiient: 
hindi^magamla "ang damit, hi^ti_ba 'The dress isn't 
pretty, is it?' ( 1 jOvven 1 9b 5 , Z5) 
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and negative resumptive tags are ENGLISH and KIWAI; FINNISH, 
SWISS GERMAN and THAI have negative ones only. The only TAMIL 
example of a resumptive tag is affirmative, however, All in all, the 
availability of resui^iptive tags in any language generally implies the 
existence of melatags; and the availability of affirmative tags generally 
implies that of negative tags. 

Of our six '^paradigmatic" types of tags» three are amenable to 
classification into the types resumptive and meta; these are the ones 
which contain some predicate -type constituent and thus can be attributed 
affirmation value to, These are the affirmative, the negative and the 
alternative type. Let us now see whether the resumptive -meta dichotomy 
could be made meaningful for the other three types: disjunctional, pro- 
nominal and inter jectional. First we will list our examples for each. 

Disjunctional tags, i,e. ones consisting of a single disjunctive 
connective 'or' have been observed in BENGALI, GERMAN, THAI and 
YORUBA: 

BENGALI: j^a m simple (i.e. not alternative) question: kal asbo, na 
M shall come tomorrow, right?' (Hudson 1965, 34); na in 



(Footnote 8 continued) 

METATAG Q UESTIONS WITH ALTERNAT IVE T AGS 

CHINESE: shi bu shi "is not is", dui bv i dvli '^correct not correct", 
?SV!}g ^^L^.M^J? ^'P^^sible not possible'\ bvx tiao '^good 

not good"; after affirmative statements: n i hi\i k ai che , 
shi bushi^ 'You ca)i drive a car, can^t y^ou? ' (Vicky Shu, 
p,c,)i after negative statement: ta bai mei hn^j\ yifu, diii 
bu dui "she still not change clothes, correct not correct" 
^She still hasn't changed clothesr isn^t it right? ' (Elliot, 
1965, 97f) 

HUNGARIAN: ig az vagy ncm \ gaz '^true or not true''; after affirmative 
staJemetitl ettfeL igaz vagy nem igaz 'You have eaten, 
right?'; aCte^r negative statemclitP ncm et(e I, ^g^^^- Y^-^X 
nem igaz 'You haven^t eaten, rightT^ 

VIET NAM E SE : (c o )£h Ai khong "(is) -cor rect is-not" (H^a 1957, 66f} 
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disjunction: apni ca na kpphi can 'Do you want tea or 
coffee? ' (Dabbs 1965, sub na^); (na, however, is also a 
negator; cp» ami jani na 'I donH know' (Dabbs 1965, 
sub na ) 

GERMAN (also SWISS GERMAN): oder in simple question: Die sind 
doch wirklich ungewOhnlich> oder ? {Willy Brein: Der 
Mann meiner Frau, Rororo Taschenbuch, 1968, p* 103. 
Mrs. PLdith Moravcsik called this sentence to my attention.); 
Oder in disjunction: Das ist Butter oder Margarin? 
THAI: r£ in simple question: k ^un pay r( k'rap "you go or (polite- 
man-speaking)" 'You are going? ^ in disjunction: tg c^ pay 
r-t may pay "you will go or not go" 'Will you go or won't you? ' 
(Voegehn 1965, 33ff; cp. also Haas 1948, 352; Campbell 1962, 
81; Chaiyaratana 1961, 109-114). 
YORUBA: See p. 92 above. 

Pronominal tags have been observed in the following languages: 
ENGA: sentence plus pade aipa "or what" (Lang 1970, 186) 
P:NGLISH: Good show, what? 

GERMAN: Das w^re s chUn, was? "it would-be nice, what" 'It would 

be nice, wouldn't it? ' 
HUNGARIAN: jQj^cn^io, ^!? "good it-would-be, what" 'It would be 

nice, wouldn't il? ' 
TAGALOG: h indi n^ay ama n si Joe, ano "not rich the Joe what" 'John 
isn't rich, is he?' (Bowel 1965, 27)^^ 

^ AMHARIC v/t^Y ^ind KONSO hela, both disjunctives, are also said 
to occur as tags. 

AZERf^AIJANI has a question ty]oe where the interrogative marker 
is, at least fornially, identic.il with a relative wb word: ki/ki 
which, that' and sin^ilar to tho interrogative kim Vho?\ This particle 
is said to be added to some sentence consituent in order to imply that the 
answer is known. (Householder and Lotfi 1965» 88). 
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latorjectional tags have been observed in KNGLISH and in 
HUNGARIAN ( Jo, hm? is good, huh?). Since these tags have 
no affirmation value, they appear to fall ovitside the domain of our 
classification. One might, of course* decide that these ^or'-s (and 
'vvhat-s) are simply adverbs, such as r eally and others that turn neu- 
tral questions into biased one; but in this case the relationship of parti- 
cles with alternative structure would be obscured. On the other hand, 
it also appears that these questions, even if they lack any expression of 
affirmation value, can still be classified into our two types on a seman- 
tic basis. As an example ) Let us take SWISS GERMAN* Oder may fol- 
low both aff irii-iative and negative statements; cp. Er i st en Amerikaner , 
oder ? and Er ist ntii en A meri kaner, oder? (^He is an American, isn^t 
he? ' and 'He is not an American, is he? respectively). It is also the 
case that the first question is synonymous witli the following more 
complete paraphrase: Er ist en A merikaner^ oder n^t ? , but that oder 
ntit? is ungrammatical if attached to a negative statement: -'-Er ist n5t 
en Amerikaner, oder n<^/t? ; the fuller paraphrase for the tag question 
with the negative statement; in it would be Er ist ndt en A7^ierikaner , 
oder ist er? (Mrs. Rita Moravcsik, p.c.)» This suggests that SWISS 
GERMAN oder is in fact a tag and that it belongs to the resumptive type. 
Since BENGALI and THAI informants have not been available, these con- 
structions remain unclassified but not in principle unclassifiable . 

The sat-ne criterion of paraphrasability could be applied to classify 
tag questions involving \vhat' and tag questions involving interjections. 

Having thus listed syntactic and lexical properties of tags both taken 
by themselves and also as compared with their main sentences, we will 
mention two more facts before turning to the question of explanation. 
Both of these concern comparing tags with other syntactic constrvictions . 
First, affirmative and tiogative tags whether resumplive or i^ieta — ^ 
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can also be characterized as, in a declarative form, all being possible 
answers to the question. This holds for ENGUSH ri ght (compare You 
have known this all along, right? ■ - Right s), FRENCH non , HUNGARIAN 
igaz vag>^ neni iga^ "trvie or not true^', and YIDDISH neyn, --in other words, both 
for affirmative and for negative tags (whether resumptive or meta), for 
alternative tags and also for interjectional ones (not for disjunctional 
and pronominal ones, however). Note also ENGLISH and HUNGARIAN 
huh and unhuuh (e, g. You like this, huh ? Unhuuh.)^' Second, yes-no 
questions are not the only constructions that have tags: imperatives is 
another such construction, and, in fact, the only other one. 

Our observations about tag questions can be summarized as follows: 

1. semantics : biased questions; tag red\indant 

2. syntactic structure : sentences consisting of main sentence and tag 
sentence 

A* main sentence: non-alte rnative declarative sentence 
B» tag sentence: structure: a yes-no question 

kinds : paradigmalically : affirmative 

negative 
altcrnat ive 
disjunctional 
pronominal 
interjectional 
r.yntagmatically : resunipli ve (c ontains 
some lexical material froni main sentence, usually opposite affirmation 
value but at least never negative after a negative statement and never 
alternative; always truncated and always sentence -final) 

11 2 

See also VIETNAME2SE, where phai is 'yes' and phai khg is a tag; 
and THAI, Chaiyavatana l9ol, IP"). 1 he Isomer phism is not complete, 
however, in some la njj,uaf?,cs - Not all answer words can be used as tags, 
in ENGLISH for instance: £ij^l\t can, but unly iiiiolectically. On the 
other hand, not all tags can be used as answer words: in GKRMAN nicht 
is a tag, but the corresponding answer word is nein. 
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meta (lexically and with 
respect to affirmation-value independent from main sentence; often 
truncated and often sentence-final) 

distribution of different types within languages: existence of affirm- 
ative tags implies existence of negative tags 

existence of resump- 
tive tags generally implies existence of metatags 

What is required of an accoimt of tag questions is that it explains, 
ideally, all of these facts, and that the formalism involved is independ- 
ently motivated* We will next survey various proposed solutions and then 
consider a new one. 

4.2. 2 Previous accounts . As Huddleston points our (1969), accounts 
of tag questions fall into two classes; those that derive tagged questions 
from one underlying sentence and those that derive them from two* Since 
tag questions superficially consist of a full and trimcated sentence, a 
one -sentence base will have to be complemented by a copying rule and 
a two-sentence base by a deletion rule. Two specific suggestions fall 
into the '^copying approach": that of Klima's (1964) and one raised about 
accepted in Stockwell 1968. Klima has an optional rule (pp. 263ff) which 
derives tag question from the underlying structure of neutral yes -no 
questions by having a transformation add, in effect, the tag. The Stock- 
well version (p. 648) also involves a copying rule with the difference 
that tag-questions-to-be are so marked in the underlying striicture. 

The other solution that the Stockwell grammar suggests falls within 
the other class svhere the base consists of two sentences and involves 
deletion. Tag questions are represented as consisting of a statement; 
e* g. John left, didnU he? comes from John left; did John leave or didn^ t 
John leav e ? . The fact that the main sentence and the tag have opposite 
affirmation values is then accounted for by the operation of a deletion 
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rule which deletes that part of the alternative question which agrees 
in affirmation value with the statement {e» g. did John leave above). 

All three of these accounts have serious deficiencies even if con- 
sidered as theories of tag questions only and in ENGLISH only. Klima^s 
accovmt is inadequate in that it does not assign an underlying structure 
to tag questions which is different from the underlying structure of 
neutral questions (as pointed out in Stockwell 1968, 646 )• The 
Stockwell "copying" account, on the other hand, assigns a deep struc- 
ture to tag questions which is completely different from that of neutral 
yes-no questions; in particular, whereas neutral questions have an 
alternative statement in their base, tag questions have a non-alternative 
statement only. Besides, neither of these two accounts can derive em- 
bedded questions with tags (as pointed out by Stockwell 1968, II, 649 and 
Huddleston 1970, 216). These are points of criticism which apply even 
if these accounts are to explain resumptive tags in ENGLISH only. Co- 
pying rules of this sort become completely useless, of course, if we 
also consider metatags, since these contain material which is not in 
the main sentence; unless it is assumed that the performative includes 
an IT IS TR UE 'type conijx)nent and it is this frame that gets copied into 
metatags. The declarative performative would then be I SAY TO YOU 
THAT IT IS TRUE THAT. . . and the question performative would be I 
ORDER YOU TO TELL ME EITHER THAT IT IS TRUE 'J'HAT X OR 
THAT IT IS NOT TRUE THAT X. Independent reaf;ons for such a claim, 
however, aie yet to l>e found. Disjunctive, pronominal and interjectional 
tags are complelcly l.>eyond the scope of acopying rule. Altogether, the 
copying approach is rejected in that it provides for a min\ite class of 
tags only even in its inorc advanced Sloe kvycU- version, ii does this by 
assuming a unique deep structure a reflection, in effect, of the state- 
ment -plus-question surface fi'lructure and a very specific rule, there- 
by not relating the tag questions that it gei^cra-tes to any construction 
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other than what in fact they superficially consist of, 

The ^'deletion proposal" in Stockwell 1968 (H, 647ff) has the advan- 
tage that it assumes X OR NOT-X as part of the deep structure of tag 
questicais thei-eby relating them to neutral yes-no questions. It also has the 
adventage that itisby a non-disjunctive statement that neutral and tag questions 
are made to differ from each other which seems semantically plausible 
as it was pointed out above. Also, it has the virtue of attempting to 
explain opposite affirmation value in terms of an independently motivated 
rule type: identity deletion. On the other hand, it has the drawback of 
positing a deletion rule identity conditions for which are hard to specify 
(as pointed out in Stockwell loc. cit.) and which is obligatory. Further- 
more, it again cannot be used to derive non-resumptive tags, unless the 
above-mentioned IT IS TRUE frame is posited for every sentence^ in 
which case negative metatags could be generated (the non-alternative 
statement would be framed by IT IS TRUE and the alternative would be 
perhaps IS IT TRUE OR IS IT NOT TRUE where IS IT TRUE would undergo 
identity deletion with IS IT NOT TRUE remaining, yielding n*est-ce pas 
etc-) but not affirmative or alternative metatags, Disjunctional, pronom- 
inal and interjec tional tags are again beyond the reach of this approach, 
An additional observation to destroy the credjt of the two-sentence ap- 
proach is the following. Apparently, there is no pcsrjible conjunction 

12 

that may stand between the tiiain sentence and the tag in a tag qviestion. 



Sentences such as ENGLISH You haven ^t seen him, or h ave you? 
which do have an or before the "tag" are thus differentiated from tag 
questions. We may call these afterthought question. Not only are they 
semantically distinct from tag questions, but also intonationally in that 
a pause occurs before the "tag". They also differ from tag questions in 
that deletion in the "tag" is not obligatory; cp. Y ou haven't seen him 
or have you s ee n him? It should also be noted that only affirmative and 
negative resumptive tags, but not metatags, alternative^di sjunctional, 
pronominal and inter jectional tags have "afterthought" counterparts. 
The only example of an alleged tag question where there was a connective — 
'or' — between the main sentence and the tag was found in LATVIAN: 
m ate ir istab5, vai n e "Motlier is in the room, isn't she? ' (Lazdina 
1966, 35), but, given the general unreliability of glosses given in gram- 
mars, it may in fact be an afterthought question* 
O 
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Whether the relationship of the two sentences is to be represented as 
paratactic or hypotactic, the obligatory asyndeton observed in all lan- 
guages of the sample and thus possibly being a universal phenomenon 

would strike one as unique considering other paratactic and hypotactic 

13 

sentence connections. For tagged imperatives, too, accounts of two 
kinds have been proposed: ones starting with a two-sentence base 
(compare Arbini 1969) and ones starting with a one -sentence base (cp. 
Stockwell 1968, G88-90), Besides deficiencies of both types taken 
by themselves (for a critical account, see Stockwell loc. cit,), it is 
important to note that none of them are also capable of deriving tag 
questions. No theory has been proposed, in other words, which would 
account both for tagged questions and tagged imperatives. 

Given such a state of affairs, it is understandable that the three'/ 
latest summaries of-tag-accou)\ts Huddleston^s of 1969, and the ones 
in Stockwell 1968, one on imperative tags (688-90) and one on ques- 
tion tags (645-49) reject all theories that have been suggested, includ- 
ing their own speculations. 

4.2.3 One mo re alternative acco unt. Next we will outline one 
additional possibility which has not been proposed before. This account 
is also deficient in many respects and it is also sketchy; yet, it appears 
more general in scope than those mentioned above m that it relates tag 
questions to other syt^tactic constructions to which they in fact bear 
observable resemblance. The gist of the proposal is that in tag ques- 
tions the main sentence is to be represented as a yes-no question and 
the tag as the questioned form of an answer to the main sentence. That 
is to say, the main sentence in It is spring, isn ^t it? comes from an 
underlying question paraphrasable as Is it spring or isn U it; I suggest 
it is. and the tag from questioning one of \he possible answers It i snH . 

This is noted for imperative tags in Stockwell 1968. II, 690. 
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Indication that this account may be right is constituted by some of 

the observations we made above, as well as some other facts* 

L Some affirmative, negative, alternative and interjcctional tags are 

identical with answers to yes -no questions, except for the fact that they 

14 

are in an interrogative form, 

2. The only other construction that occurs with tags attached to it, 
imperatives, is also the only other construction (apart from greetings) 
that more or less requires answers. According to this account, both 
tagged imperatives and tag questions have the same structure: they con- 
sist of an answer-eliciting sentence an imperative and a question, 
respectively and the questioned form of a possible answer to this 
sentence, which is equally semantically redundant in both constructions: 
compare Open the window (will you?) I This glass is yours (isnH it?)? 

3, The connection between the main sentence and the tag is asyndetic. 

In this respect this relationship is identical with the asyndetic relation- 

15 

ship between questions and answers* 

4, To interpret tags as answers would also make it possible to conceive 
of John as a tag in the following wh question: Who came, John? , since 
John is a possible answer to the question Who came? Thus the distri- 
butional gap that wh questions, as opposed to yes-no question^do not have 
tags would be closed, 

5. The prevailing sentence -final position of tags would be accounted 

for by claiming tags to be answers, since answers follow their questions. 



This alsohfJds for some adverbs which are used to suggest one 
or the other answer, e. g, really and indeed in ENGLISH and igazan 
^really' in HUNGARIAN. 
15 

Note also other comparable asyndetic relationships such as 
between affirmation word and answer sentence ( Yes, I did, ) and extra- 
posed nounphrase and sentence ( John, he is i riy fr i end. ) 
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On the other hand, it is not clear how disjunctional and pronominal 
tags could be accomodated in this theory. Besides, it does not explain 
why the main sentence* a question in this account, must be superficially 
anon-alternative declarative sentence, i.e» why -^ ^Did you see him, didn 't 
y ou? , for instance, is ungrammatical in all languages. It also does not 
explain why in resumptive tag questions we often find opposite affirmation 
values, as it does not explain obligatory truncation, either. The implica- 
tional relationship of different types that we observed within languages 
also remains unaccounted for. 

Besides these empirical deficiencies, it is not clear how the idea 
that tags are questioned answers is to be represented. The tag part 
would presumably be represented as a regular yes-no question, i.e. 
with a request and an alternative underlying, and the same rales that 
derive alternative questions, affirmative questions and negative questions 
in general would also derive those that serve as tags. But how about the 
main sentence? Are questions that have the superficial structure of a 
declarative sentence underlain by an alternative in addition to a non- 
alternative statement? Since no intrasentential syntactic use could be 
made of an underlying alternative, the only reason to assume this would 
be that it functions as a question i.e. as a class utterance and, as the 
^possibility of answering it either by an affirmative or a negative state- 
ment shows, it inust, one might think, in some way ir^corporate both 
possibilities on some level of representation. However, this argument 
essentially, that an underlying alternative is necessary in order to account 
for the set of an<?wers that can be given to such a question turns out 
to be invalid in view of the fact that imperatives, too, can be answered 
by both an affirmativf* and a negative statement, although there is no 
reason whatever why one should posit for them an underlying structure 
which incorporates both possible answers. Thus, the question as to how 
to represent the mam sentence in tag questions, and, along with them, 
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any other "staternent-queslion'^ is left open. 

4.3 Negative (questions. Wherever information was available, it 

was found that negative questions all share one semantic characteristic; 

that the speaker thinks the state of affairs should be one corresponding 

to the affirmative.alternative ; i.e. the opposite of the possibility raised 

in the question. Thus, Aren't you going? implies I think you should be 

17 

going . Some examples are given in the footnote. 

This was found stated for NUBIAN in Armbruster I960, 406, 
for YORUBA in Ward 195b, UTff and Rowlands 1969. 35ff and for 
Slavic languages in Vondrak 1928^ 451. 

17 

ARABIC (IRAQI): muu *not^ is used in exclamatory and rhetorical 
questions that suggest affirmative answer, e.gv muu 1-gada Oallaj '*not 
lunch got-coW 'Lunch has god cold! ^ (Erwin 1963, 330). For such 
negative exclamatory-rhetorical questions compare also ENGLISH 
Didn't I tell you not to go ] or HUNGARIAN n em megmondtam i "not told 
r' 'Didn't I tell youl ' (in contrast with nem mo ndtam meg "not told 
verbaLprefix'^ ^Did I not tell you?»)and CHINESE below. BURMESE: 
ma-- phiS 'not'; ma0w5:bi1t^ 'Did he not go, ^ (cp. magw^bu 'He didn^t 
go. ' and gw ^dg 'He went. ') (Cornyn 1944, 13-14) 

CHINESE: bu 'not'; mi bu p^h laohuu maa 'Aren't you afraid of 
tigers? (of course> you are or should be)' (Chao 1965, 1075; Chao says: 
'^When the question contains a negative adverb, it is a rhetorical question 
suggesting a reply to the contrary. " cp. also Elliot 1965, 93, 95, 108, 109) 

GERMAN: nicht 'not'; Sind Sie nicht ein Sozialist? ^Aren't you a 
socialist? ' 

GUJARATI: -ne 'not^ questions involving -ne are glossed 'Is the 
preceding so? ^ with the suggested answer ^Yes, it is so. ' (Cardona 
1964, 149) 

HUNGARIAN: nem 'not'; nem tiraisa 'Aren't you glad?' 

KURKU: "la^ usually in negative interrogations, with the expectation 
of an affirmative reply i.e. the denial of the negation" (Drake 1903, 124) 

LATVIAN: "A negative verb in an interrogative sentence generally 
indicates that the speaker expects an affirmative answer." e.g. vai tu 
negribi jat 'Will you not ride?' |a ec gribu 'Yes, I will. ' (Lazdina 1966, 
88) 

SCOTTISH GAELIC: from examples and comments in Cannody 1945, 
2l5f it seems that negative questions expect affirmative answer. 
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A theory of negative questions would have to explain the following 
facts: that, in all languages, presumably, a sentence type which is a 
question and which is negative has the meaning of a yes -no question 
expressing also that the answer ought to be affirmative although he has 
doubts that is will be such. 

Since negative questions are yes-no questions, it follows that their 
deep structure should contain a request and a disjunctive statement. 
The question is what else should it contain. According to Stockwell 1968, 
639fj negative questions are to be derived from an affirmative 



(Footnote 17 continued) 

ILONGOTj gawan be;ta gunqay ma maited u "not question conning 
the teacher^' 'Isn't the teacher coming? ' (Michelle Rosaldo, p.c) 

Some additional cases have been found, where an element fori^ially 
identical with a negator appears in questions without the usual semantic 
effect. This is the case for AGTA hud . Healey (I960, 91£) declares hud 
to be a question indicator as well as a negator. It is a ^'question indica- 
tor" in itta hud ya danum '^there-is not water^' 'Is there any water? * 
(but for analogous examples 'There is no water, is there?* type glosses 
are given) and it is a negator in it ta hud dand anum ^"There^is not plural- 
water" ^There is not a drop of water. ' The same is true for JAQURU 
(*^t| : it is described as having both the function of negator and that of 
a question particle (Hardmann I960, lOOf). In order to decide whether 
these cases constitute counterexamples to the generalization that negative 
questions expect affirmative answers, one would have to know whether 
there is anything peculiar about the distribution of these elements in ques- 
tions as compared with the expected distribution of a negator. If it turns 
out that these elements are difitributed as ncgatorr> should in questions, 
then these que stions are counterexamples* If they have some distribu- 
tional peculiarity, then they could be regarded as (jucstion particles (and 
one would also expect to find "genuine" negative questions in the language). 
Whereas I have no decisive evidence of this sort for AGTA and JAQURU, 
it may be pointed out that homophonous or historically related negators 
and question particles do exist. It was mentioned above that CHINESE 
ma, the question particle, appaiently evolved from a negator. Wehr(l953) 
posits the opposite course of development for ARABIC tnu , a negator in 
today's language, believed to be derived from mvi 'what? ^ via rhetorical 
questions where mu was used expecting negative answers. Although it 
may be coincidental, compare alfso the oimilarity Ijctwcen BURIAT dis- 
junctive connective -and-question particle ^J^^^i^ negative suffix ^jn and 
the homonymy of na in 13ENGALI, both meaning "not' and 'or\ 
O 
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statement which has in its adverbial node embedded an alternative 
question; i,e» Didn't it rain? connes from It rained , with Did it rain 
or didn't it? embedded in it; and a subsequent deletion rule deletes both 
copies of the affirmative sentences. The affirmative statement in the 
underlying structure is presumably to account for the fact that the ques- 
tioner thinks the answer should be affirmative. According to the Stockwell 
grammar, the same underlying structure would serve for negative ques- 
tions and tag questions with affirmative znain sentences to be derived, 
since they claim that they are synonymous, e*g. John jumped, didn't he? 
and Didn't John jump? This claim about synonymy, however, appears 
to be false, John jumped, didnH he? would be asked by a person who 
thinks John jumped or ought to have jumped. Didn't John jump? however, 

would be asked by a speaker who thinks John ought to have jumped but 

18 

there is something that makes him think he did not, in fact» Thus, the 
fact that the Stockwell grammar derives both tag questions with affirma- 
tive statement and negative questions from the same underlying structure 
makes at least one of these tw^o derivations suspicious. Sirce, lx)\^^vel^ we have already 
rejected the proposal that tag questions should be derived from this struc- 
ture, we could accept their proposal about deriving negative questions 
without making false claims about synonymy. 

There is, however, an alternative proposal which has the advantage 
of relating negative questions to some other sentence types. The draw- 
back of this solution is that it requires a weaker linguistic theory within 

19 

which transformations are allowed to change meaning. The idea is that 
negative questions be derived from alternative questions by simply delet- 
ing the affirmative part, just as affirmative questions are derived from 



F, W. Householder helped me see this point. 

19 

For independent motivation of such a theory, see Chomsky 1969, 
Partee 1970, 
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alternative questions by deletion of the negative part. I.e. both Was 
it lightning? and Wasn^t it lightning? would be derived fronri Was it 
lightning or wasn^t it lightning? Beside the problem of how to motivate 
these deletion rules which was discussed before, there is also another 
question. Whereas the affirmative question is synonymous with the alter* 
native one, the negative question is not and the question is how the special 
meaning of the negative questions is to be accounted for. The claim is 
that a semantic interpretation rule working on the surface structure of 
a negative question by itself would automatically yield the right "reading": 
the fact that the question is a negative one implies that the speaker pre- 
supposes that the affirmative alternative would be true. In its more gen- 
eral form, the claim is that negation always presupposes contradiction 

20 

to an affirmative statement. 

Evidence for this general claim is provided by the fact that negative 
statements such as You are not going, and imperatives such as DonU go J 
imply, at least in some context, some reference to an affirmative state- 
ment (such as Although you should be. and I know you would be inclined 
to, respectively). Thus, the fact that Didn't you go? implies I thought you 
would , would be a simple corollary of this fact about negative sentence 
in general. 

It should be noted that negative sentences are not the only ones 
which imply a contradiction to the opposite alternative. Emphatic 
affirmative sentences achieve the same. Notice the following paral- 
lelism: 

You are not goi ng, (in one ''reading'^) implies Although you should be. 
You are going, (in one "reading'^) implies Although you shou ldn't be. 
DonH ^o ! implies Althou gh I know you feel inclined to. 
Go! implies Although I know you do not f eel in clin ed to. 

y\renU you g oing ? implies I tli ink you should be. 

— ..-^ — - ^ " " 

A discussion with Elizabeth Traugott of these matters was very 
h^lnfuL For this claim, sec also Seiler 19S?., 80. 
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Are you going? implies I think you ahouldn^t bet 

On the other hand, non-emphatic affirmative sentences such as You 
are going, , Goi and Are you going? do not imply any reference to the 
alternative possibility. The same phenomenon is shown by the fact 
that negative and emphatic sentences are, but non-emphatic affirmative 
sentences are not, appropriate discourse-opening ones. These observa- 
tions^ along with the ones made in 2,4.2. about the relationship of inter 
rogation, negation and emphasis, all argue for the assumption that 

yes-no - interrogative, emphatic, and negative constructions all have 

21 

a contrastive X NOT-X type underlying structure. 



A deep structure which seems intuitively to correspond to the 
idea that negative sentences somehow presuppose affirmative ones was 
proposed by McCawIey 1970, l-2i where he claims that negative sentences 
derive from a structure like the following: 



S 

NP^ VP noT^'^^P VP 

I I 

S V John ran 

I 

John ran not 



This deep structure finds direct reflection in sentences of STANDARD 
ENGLISH such as It is not the case that it rains , and sentences of 
NEGRO ENGLISH of New York City such as It ain't no cat can't get in 
no coop, (Labov 1970} 
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5 • Questions and answers are in a class-to*-member relationship. 

5.1 What is meant by the principle . What is meant by "class-to- 
member relationship is that the answer is a member of the class of 
sentences its question represents. V 

Some evidence for the usefulness of this principle is indicated by 
the fact that certain kinds of answers, to both binary choice and wh 
questions, that are felt to be semantically unsatisfactory by speakers of 
the language are in fact branded as unacceptable by this principle. More- 
over, it seems that even degrees of semantic inadequacy of answers as 
felt by the speaker correspond to the degrees to which answers fall short 
of this requirement. 

Some such pseudo-answers do share assumptions with their questions, 
but they fail to restrict the set of choices offered. Some of these just 
restate that set, e.g.: 
Who did it ? Someone did it. or 

Did you see John? I either saw John or I didn 't, (making no choice) 

Perha ps. / I d on't know^ (making no choice and 

pleading ignorance) 

Yes and no. (making a compatibility claim; cp. 
Strawson 1952, 17f) 

Another group of answers failing to be more specific even enlarge the 

set of choices e. g. Who did you see? What I saw was either aj>erson 

or a piece of furniture. ; Di d John do it? Someone did it. Other pseudo- 

answers fail not only to restrict the choices offered but also to share 

assumptions such as Who drank the milk? No one drank it. or H ave you 

3 3en Mike's pocketnlfe ? Mik e has no pockc lk nife. or such as answers 

^ For some discussion of what is a proper answer, see Katz and Postal 
1964, 85, 90f, 94f, 113ff; Elliot 1965, lOlff; Langendoen 1969, 125 ; Steinmann 
1959; Katz 1968; Langacker 1969, ch. Ill; Horn 1969, 98f; Chomsky 19o9; 
Pope 1970; Lang 1970, 195ff; Baker ch. Ill; Filbnore 1969, 220f; Jespersen 
1924, 219, 292, 295 ; Churchill 1970, That Sanders claims that answers are 
in a member-to-class relationship with their questions is clear from the 
fact that he explains question-answer order by the genus-before - species 
r^r-Anr^ rule (1967, 154). 
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expressing lack of interest ( DonH bother me. ) These answers that 
fail to share assunnptions with their questions are felt to be even move 
frustrating than the ones mentioned above and this difference is paral- 
^lelled by the fact that whereas the above-mentioned answers are included 
but not properly included in their questions, the scope of these does not 
even overlap with that of their questions. 

In the light of some other deviant answers, it seems that the 
requirement for proper answers should be more restricted. If all that 
there is to it were that answers have to be more specific than their ques- 
tions, then answers in the following discourses would be judged adequate: 
Who did you see? I saw someone last night. 

Did you see John? I either saw John in the garden, or I didnU . 
In fact, these are inadequate answers in spite of the fact that they manir 
fest subclasses of the classes referred to in the question. This is because 
the additional specification is not effected with respect to the category 
that is requested to be made more specific. Thus, a more precise for- 
mulation of the principle is that member-to-class relationship is required 
for the queried category as referred to in the answers, compared with 
its mention in the question; and, otherwise, contents of questions and 
answers must be identical. 

In the face of some additional unsatisfactory answers, even this 
modified version of the requirement seems not restrictive enough. Con- 
sider the following discourses: Who did it? A girl did it. 

Did he go home, or to his officej or to 
his sister ^s place? He either went home or to his sister ^s place . For 
some speakers, at least, such answers are unsatisfactory ; at any rate, 
they are certainly less satisfactory to perhaps everybody's taste than 
the respective Jean did it. and H e went home. Thus the requirement 



Professor Householder called my attention to the unsatisfactoriness 
of such answers to wh questions. 



ERLC 



- 162 - 



that answers should refer to specific members of the classes may have 
to be added. 

The principle seems useful not only in excluding ansv/ers as inade- 
quate that are felt to be such, but also in characterizing semantically 
satisfactory answers as adequate ones. Some simple examples can be 
given for such answers to ENGLISH wh questions: 
Who did you see? I saw John . 
Where are you going? I am ^oing for a walk^> 

While it is fairly easy to test fbe principle with respect to wh ques- 
tions and their answers* it is less easy to do so for binary choice 
questions. This is because the class of choices offered in wh questions 
is always superficially manifested by a generic term {e.g. who ? standing 
f or X or y or z. . . ) and thus tor>ting the hypothesis is simply to compare 
the scope of this generic term with the corresponding constituent in the 
answer. There is no such generic term, however, for the two possibil- 
ties X and not *x to be subsvm-icd under in the surface structure of binary 
choice questions: at best, the possibilities are enumerated ( Did you or 
didn't you? ) and often that isn't so, either (Di d you go? Therefore, 
when in the following pages we are trying to test this principle for binary 
choice questions, what answers will have to be compared with is the 
abstract structure of their quoiitions as we have \inderstood them in the 
light of their surface shape aju^ iu tlie lij^ht of less direct evidence of 
various sorts as presented in this paper, 

3 

That the class of choices in wh questions is represented by an 
interrogative pronoun, but t)ic clai;s of choices in binary choice questions 
is represented by one of the two alternatives involved {e.g. Who did it? 
stands for X or y or z d id it? and Did you do it? stands for Did you do it 
or did you not do it? ) also shows that the relationship between the choices 
raised in the two types of questions is not the same. For wh questions, 
the choices are of "equal status, whv^rcafi in binary choice q\icstions one of 
the two, the negative, is {.cvhaps "marked" as opposed to the affirriiative 
which is then unmarked and thus a})le to stnnd for the other as well (just 
as man may stand for men and women etc , ) . For a proposal and some 
evidence for wh o being a reduced dis j^nictive set, see Langendoen 19o9. 

125). 
O 
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In surveying adequate answers to binary choice questions in 
various languages* the hypothesized principle will be taken to have 
gained support if the abstract representation of such answers turas 
otit to be included in the abstract representation of their questions 
as posited on independent grounds* If we find some sennantic or syn- 
tactic types of standard answers whose underlying structure does not 
seem to be includable in the underlying structure of their question, 
this will count as countercvidence against the principle. 

It should be noted that cross-linguistic evidence on this point, 
as on any other aspect of discourse structure, is difficult to glean 
from language descriptions and the general, let alone universal, valid- 
ity of our conclusions is even more doubtful here than elsewhere. 

5,2 Answers to affirmative questions. Affirmative questions, 
unless modified by special adverbs or special stress and intonation 
patterns, express no suggestion that one rather than the other of the 
two possibilities offered should be given as an answer. They are in 
this sense neutral. 

Answers to affirmative questions are either a/ an affirmative 
statement (or some part of it) that is identical with the question except 
that it is a declaration ( Did you go? I went. ); or a negative statement 
that is the negated declarative counterpart of the question (Did you go? 
I didnU > ), b/ one of these affirmative or negative statements preceded 
by an affirmator such as no (henceforth referred to as negator, with 



The only possible bit of counterevidence found is in Chao 1965 
(1075) where he claims that affirmative questions in CHINESE imply 
'^slight or considerable doubt" about an affirmative answer, as opposed 
to alternative questions which are completely neutral. Elliot 1965, 90, 
however, says that affirmative questions in CHINESE are neutral. 
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* the term affirmator to cover both affirmator proper and negator) 
( Did you go? Yes, I did, / No, I didn't, ) c/ an affirmator by itself 
(Did you go? Yes, /No. ) 

Maybe all languages have a/. What languages differ on with respect 
to this type of answer is conditions on deletion and substitution, (Com- 
pare ENGLISH Did^22iL£iiLJL^^ "^^^^^ ^^^^ possibility of 
such pro-verbial substitution in GERMAN and most other languages,) 

Some languages do, others do not have answer types b/ and c/ ; but 
perhaps all that have either of these have the other as well. 

In trying to test the hypothesis about the requirement of member- 
to-claas relationshipj the first thing to consider is that answers are 
statements; whereas questions are questions. If the hypothesis is' true, 
then question structures must at some level be represented as containing 
statements. The performative hypothesis is consistent with this require- 
ment in that the interrogative performative I ORDER YOU TO SAY includes 
the question performative I SAY TO YOU- 

Since negative answers are possible answer^ to affirmative questions, 
the hypothesized principle is true only if the structure of affirmative ques- 
tions includes not only an affirmative but also a negative statement. Since 
it was discussed above that there is all kinds of independent evidence to 
show that this assumption about an X OR NOT-X underlying component 
is necessary, the hypothesis is supported to this extent. 

Whdt about affirmators, such as yes and no? If these are parts of 
answers^ and if the member-to-class requirement is to be true, then 
affirmators must also be present in question structures. While this 
suggestion v/ill be taken up later in this study, some evidence will be 
presented here to show that affirmators themselves are in a genus- 
species relationship with the r^talenients they accompany and thus even 
if they are not overtly represented in question structures, the fact that 
'*they are there'^ is shown by their statements "being there'\ Observations 
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that make the assumption that yes and no are extraposed and abbreviated 
copies, or pronouns, of their statements ire the following : 
a/ yes and no when accompanying a stat^ ment is always semantically 
redundant and syntactically optional b yes and no may in some cases 
substitute their statements c/ perhaps in all languages {but see 
TIGRINYA, p. 124 ) these words ordinarily precede their statements, 
rather than following or interrupting them --a fact which would be 
accounted for if affirmators were "pronouns" since then the same genus- 
before-species rule that orders pronouns before their noun phrases 
(cp. They prayed to Him, the L ord of the Universe, and ''*They prayed 
to the Lord of the Universe, Him. ) would order affirmators, too, before 
their statements. 

5.3 Answers to alterna^tive questions . Alternative questions, 
unless modified by special adverbs, stress, or intonation, are neutral 
questions. 

Of the three types of answers listed as possible to affirmative ques- 
tions, only one --a base statement by itself is a possible answer to 
alternative questions: a base statement accompanied by an affirmator 
and an affirmator by itself are not. ^ E. g, : 
Are you listenmg or aren^t you listening? I am. 

I am not, 

'!' Ye8i I am . 

No, I am not. 

>: ^Yes. 

>: ^No. 

5 

J, H. Greenberg called my attention to this kind of ordering of 
coreferential pronouns and noun phrases in ENGLISH. 

^ This point, as an unresolved problem, is pointed out in Stockwell 
et al. 1968, 643. 
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This point should be noted all the more since it throws considerable 
doubt on the "pronominal character^^ of the affirmators. If yes and no 
stood for an affirmative and a negative statement, the same way as 
ENGLISH hie stands for male animate noun phrases, then alternative 
questions should be able to be answered by y es or no, 

5.4 Answer s to tag questionQ > llltan (1969» 50f) made a study 
about the relationship between the affirmation value of the main sentencci 
the affirmation rule of the tag in tag questions, and the suggested answer. 
He concluded that at least for liis sample of 21 languages (minus 2 dubious 
cases) the suggested answer has the affirmation value of the main sentence. 
In other words, of the two possibilities wh;^t is held to be likely is stated 
{and what is held unlikely is questioned ). 

Tag questions can be answered either by a statement, or by an 
affirmator plus a statement, or by an affirmator by itself, just as it is 
the case for affirmative questions. Thcsre are three observations, how- 
ever, that can be made about thj shape and distribution of the affirmators 
in contrast with those after affirmative questions. 

a/ In some languages, the affirmator proper used to answer a nega- 
tive tag question (i.e» one where the main sentence is. negative) has a 
different shape from the one used to answer an affirmative or an alter- 
native question affirmatively. Some of Ibene l;mp;uaj;;es nre FRENCH 
( si, versus oul ), GERMAN (doch, versus ja), and HUNGARIAN ( de ig en, 
versus igen ). E.g. HUNGARIAN lat od? i^eji^ 'Do you see it? Yes. ' 

la tod , nem? de ige n 'You fiCe it, don't you? 
~ Yes. • 

?^latod^ nj^m? igcn 

-'O atod?^ 

Of these special all) r!i>ators GEKMAN doc:h, rncaninf^ also 'slilP and 
HUNGARIAN de igon "but yes'* are clearly advorsatix^e. 
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b/ In answers to tag questions, and most clearly in affirmative 
answers, some languages such as ENGLISH and HUNGARIAN have an 
additional set of affirmators that cannot be used in answers to neutral 
i.e. affirmative or alternative questions. In ENGLISH, for instance, 
besides You are going, aren't you? Yes, I am. 

No, I am not. 
You are going, are you? Yes, I am. 

No> I am not. 



there is also You are going, aren't you? (That^s) rights I am. 

You are not going, are you? (That's) right, I am not. 

If we compare the affirmation values of such affirmators and the state- 
ments that they accompany, it turns out that these affirmators are dis- 
tributed differently from the yes-no type. While the yes -no type affirm- 
ator is always in agreement with its statement in affirmation value, the 
rig ht type is not necessarily. 

c/ Compare now the case of TAGALOG with bisystemic ENGLISH. 
In TAGALOG (see Bowen 1965, 17, 25) there are altogether two affirma- 
tors, oo 'yes^ and hindi 'no'. That is to say, in answers to questions 
such as 'Are you a Filipino? * or 'Are you a Filipino or not? ^ or 'Are you 
not a Filipino? ' (or ^You are a Filipino, aren^t you? '?) 0£ pairs with the 
affirmative statement 'I am. ^ and hindi pairs with the negative statement 

'1 am not. ' E.g. hindi ba si Eddie ang guwapo? Oo, guwapo si Eddie. 

'Isn't Eddie handsonu? Yes, Eddie is handsome. ' Consider, however, 

the following discourse, where the question io a negative tag question. 

Q: hindi mafjanda ang damit./.^,. , I ? "not pretty is aressj 

— ^ ^ hindi ba ' Inot- qieslion'7 

'The dress isn't pretty, is it?^ 
(^ ^ndi), magan da '^(no), pretty" 'Yes, it is pretty. ' 
oo, hindi maganda "yes, not pretty" 'No, it is not pretty- ' 
TAGALOG thus resembles ENGLISH in tliat in both langua^^es there are 
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answers, where the affirmator and the statement do agree in aff irtnation 
value and there are answers where they do not, The two languages dif- 
fer in that in ENGLISH, negative tag questions may be answered accord- 
ing to either of the two systems and that in TAGALOG n.rgative tag 
questions must be answered according to the system where there is no 
agreement; furthermore, that in ENGLISH affirmators differ in shape 
depending on which system they belong to, whereas in TAGALOG they 
have the same shape. 

What are the implications of these three observations concerning 
our understanding of what affirjuators are, and. more generally, con- 
cerning the hypothesis of the class-to-member requirement? a/, b/, 
and c/ equally show that the answerer is, in the cases illustrated, aware 
of which answer the speaker suggests should be given and he taylors his 
answ^er in relation to that, rather than just making '^objective^' i.e, 
context-independent, statements. Our previous guess, therefore, that 
affirmators are a kind of pronominal abbreviations of their statements 
needs revision. Leaving alone the doch type affirmator referred to in 
a/, it now seems that there are two types of affirmators: one kind that 
is just a summary of the answerer's opinion per se, and the other which 
is the summary of how the answerer relates to the questioner's sugges- 
tion. The first kind, by definition, always agrees in affirmation value 
with the statement and it exists both in answering neutral and in answer- 
ing prejudiced questions. The second kind does not necessarily agree in 
affirmation value with its statement. If the question is nep^ative, then 
an affirmator word will pair with a negative statement and a negator v/ilh 
^tn affirmative statement. This second system exists, by definition, only 
in answers to prejvuUced questions, i.e. v/here the speaker docs make 
some suggestions. 

The fact that the second system does exist i.e. that the speaker's 
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suggestion can be "agreed'^ or '^disagreed with" {notice that affirmators 

that work according to the second system are optionally, paraphrasable 

can be supplemented) by 'I agree', 'I disagree*) is an additional 

argument £or representing the speaker's suggestion by an underlying 

statement, since presumably only statements and not questions can be 

agreed or disagreed with. 

It is interesting to notice that the two types of answers that we have 

distinguished appear to correspond to the two types of tags dfferentiated 

in 4. 2. Our ''first type" of answer corresponds to resumptive tags both 

in lexical material and also in that they have a structured correspondance 

with the affirmation value of their statements: resumptive tags are of 

opposite affirmation value and "resumptive answers" are of the same 

affirmation value as their statements. Oar "second type" of answer 

7 

corresponds to meta tags in lexical material and also in that there is 
no structured relationship between their affirmation value and that of 
their statements* 



Some examples of affirmators that are morphologically analysable' 
as an existential or copulative verb or a verb of saying (plus something 
else} are the following: 

AGTA: bajkka^ 'no» "it isn't " (Healey I960, 90) 

AMHARIC: yd Horn ^no^ "there isn't", "It is not" (Obolensky et ah 

1964, 14, Dawson I960, 132) 
GREEK {ANCIENT): u phemi ^no' "I don't say" 

CHINESE: bu shir 'no' "not be"; bu hau 'no> "not-good" (Swadesh 

1948, 14; cp. also Elliot 1965, 99) 
KANNADA: iUa *no^ "that which doesn H exist" (also "or", as 

BENGALI na!) (Bright 1958, 41; Bright et al. I960. 133) 
SWAHILI: h apana ^no' "is not" (also in UP-COUNTRY SWAHILI, 
Breton 1951, 26); ndeya 'yesS siya 'no' are copulative 
forms; cp. Closs 1967) 
In AZERBAIJANI and in TURKISH the negative existential verb may serve 
as a negative answer (TURKISH yok, AZERBAIJANI vox). 
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qviestions with 

4. ^ xou are going, aren^t vou? 
resumptive tags: ^ fe^^ - ^ V / 

You aren^t going, are you ? 



questions with 
meta tags: 

resutnptive 
answers: 



meta answers : 



You are going, right? 
You aren^t going, right? 

(You are ^oin ^> aren't you/ 
right? ) Yes , I am. 

No, I am not. 



(You aren't going, are you / 
right? ) Yes> I am, 

No, I am not. 



( You are going,, aren't you / 
right?) Right, I am , 

?That^s not the 
case, I am n ot, 

(You are n't goi n g, are y ou/ 
right? ) ?T hat^s not the 
c ase, I am. 

Right, I am not. 



respective affirmation 
value of statement and tag: 



13 
C 
J—* 



o ^ 

3 5: 

Co n> 
^3 



values -1 
opposite 



values 
identical 



St C 
1^ » 



CO 

:3 



Since the two types of answers correspond to the two types of tags 
in distribution with respect to affirmation value and in lexical material, 
there is reason to include answer-type elements in the structure of oaes- 
tions, in order to accovnit for tag questions and to this extent our find- 
ings about how tag questions are answered support the proper includability 
requirement. 

As a comment on the correlation of tags and affinnators, it should 
be noted that alternative questions have neither tags nor single -affi rmator 
answers. 

There is little that can be said about the comparative c ross -lingui stic 
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distribution metatags and nieta answers. Both may be universally 
available, so that the resumptive systems would then be only ''secondary/' 
systems in those languages where they exist at all. Note that there is 
no cooccurrence restriction between the type of tag and type of answer 
used, as is obvious from the above chart. 

It is interesting to note that the two types of tags and answers appear 
to exist for imperative tags and their answers as well, in ENGLLSH and 
HUNGARIAN, e.g. Don't go, will you/all right? (?) 

No> I wonH . 

Right, I wonU. 

Apparently binary choice interrogative and imperative structures arc the 

8 

only ones that can have tags and that can have affirmator-type answers, 
which is an additional bit of evidence for the relationship of tags and 
atfirmators, as well as of interest for the hypothesis that inter^ gative 
structures are at some abstract level imperative structures. (For a 
structural comparison of interrogative and itr perative tags in ENGLISH, 
see Arbini 1969. ) 

5.5 Answers to negative questions . As was stated above, all 
negative questions that have been found described or exemplified in 
language descriptions consulted are prejudiced questions; and what is 
suggested to be the answer is the affirmative counterpart of what is in 
the question. 

The composition of answers given to negative questions is the same 
as that of those given to affirmative questions: a statement by itself, 
or an affirmator by itself, or both; except that some languages lack an 

Furthermore, tag questions with a statement part that involves 
a future verb and a second person subject may be synonymous with 
imperative tag constructiors; g* You will do this, won't y ouV is 
synonymous, in one of its mea virigs, with Do [his, will jrqii ? ^ jViSt as 
their statement parts by themselves may also be synonymous. 
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affirmator as it will be exemplified belosv. As for the shape and dis- 
tribution of affirmators used to answer negative questioi^s, there are 
again a number of peculiarities that leap to the eye if one compares 
them with affirmators used to answer affirmative questions. 

a/ d ifference in completeness of inventory . In HARARI and GHANA, 
there is an affirmator and a negator in answers to affirmative questions, 
but there is no proper affirmator (although there is a negator) in answers 
to negative questions, regardless whether this proper affirmator were 
to accompany a statement '^r to constitute an answer by itself (Leslau 
1962>. The affirmator used to answer affirmative questions doesn't seem 
to be used in answers to negative questions in GALLA either, but these 
data are to be checked. No language has been found, however, where 
the system is lopesided the other way, i*e. where the inventory of affirm- 
ators is complete in answers to negative qviestioi^s but incomplete in 
answers to affirmative questions. This is perhaps parallelled by the 
preferred avoidance of the proper affirmator in answers to negative 
questions and to negative tag qviestions as a sole answer; cp, Did you go? 
Yes. but ?Didn^t you go? Ye3> and ? You didnH go, did you? Yes . 

hi difference in shape . In some languages, one or the other affirm- 
ator used to answer negative questions is different in shape from the one 
used in answers to affirmative questions. Tlie affirmative proper is 
different in the following languages: 

9 

ARABIC (SYRIAN): 2^, ^ewa , na^am versus mbala 

FRENCH: oxn versus mais si 

GERMAN: Ja_ versus doc h 

HUNGAE^IAN: igen versus de igen 

PERSIAN: bae le versus c c ra 

SPANISH: versus c omo(no ) 

TIGRINYA: ^wv/ei versus 'abba (both postposedl cp. Leslau 1962) 

^ mbala cannot be used to answer non-negative questions, but the 
otl^er 'yes'-s may be used to answer a negative question (Cowell 1964, 5 5tv) 
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The negator is different in CHAHA; ba^ versus e 

SODDO: yaua versus aw . 
No language has been found, however, where there are four different 
affirmatorSj two to answer affirnnative questions and two to answer nega- 
tive questions. 

For three of these languages, FRENCH, GERMAN, and HUNGARIAN, 
there is information available^ as we have seenj to show that these spe- 
cial affirmators proper that are used in answers to negative questions 
are also used to answer negative tag questions. There is no information 
about how the other languages listed here answer negative tag questions* 

c/ difference in the distributional correspondan ce bet ween two sots 
of affirmators that are identical in shape . Languages that have only two 
affirn'ialor s both used in answers to affirmative and to negative qvieslions 
may still differ from each other by how these affirmators are distribvited 
with respect to the affirmation value of the sentence that they cooccur 
with. Compare ENGLISH with AMHARIC : 

ENGLISH: Did you go? Yes, I did. 

No, I didn^t. 
Didn't you go? Yes, I did. 

No, I didn't. 

AjMHARIC: 'Does he know how to drive a car?^ awon > he knows. 

y jjlld^m y he doesn^t know, 
'Don-t you know how to drive a car? ' ycfl l^m ^ I knovv, 

awon, I don't know. 

(Leslau 1962) 

The distributional difference is that in ENGLISH, yes always occurs with 
on affirtnative sentence, and no always occurs with a negative sentence, 
regardless of the kind of answer, but in AMHARIC awon cooccurs with 
an affirmative statement in answer to an afirmativc question but it co- 
occurs with a negative statement in answer to a negative qviestion; and 
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the reverse holds true for yjjUani, This is of course exactly the same 
phenomenon that we have observed concerning answers given to negative 
tag questions in TAGALOG. Whereas there is evidence {pp. 119f above) 
that this type of answering is restricted to negative tag questions in 
TAGAI.OG as opposed to any other question including negative ques- 
tions, there is no information for AMHARIC, or the other languages 
to be listec below, about hov/ negative tag questions are answered. Some 
other languages that are similar to AMHARIC in this respect are listed 
in the footnote. 



CHINESE: 'Are you coming with me? ' shide^ I am. 

bushide, I am not. 
'Aren't you coming with me? ^ b ushide , I am, 

7hrde, i am not. {Elliot 1965, 
102) 

ENGA: To affirmative questions, kini is 'yes' and daa is 'no'. To 
negative questions, kini cooccurs with a negative answer. 
(Lang 1970, 207, 226. He also points out that this system 
is nearly universal in New Guinea languages.) 
ENGLISH (substandard); { Do you have bananas? Yes, we have banan a s« ) 

D o you have no bananas? Ye s, \^^have no bananas. 
(Mar'cin 1962, 364) 
FANTE: 'Is Kodwo sick? ^ nyew, he is sick. 

oho , he isn't sick» 
'Will you not go? ' oho, I will. 

nyew, J wull not, (Balmer and Grant 

1929, 70) 

HAHARI: 'Will yuu conie tomorrow? ' i , I will come* 

me, 1 will not con^e. 
'Will you not come tomorrow? ' (0), 1 will come. 

I_, I will not come. (Lcslau 

19o2) 

IIAIJSA: 'Did Mamman come to yovir house at night? ' 

r, they carne al)Out nine o'clock, {Modge 19o3» 32) 
'Is your son around? ' a^'^ (^no') I sent hin^ In tl^e market. ' 

(Hodge 1963, 38) 
'HavenU ihcy come to your liouse yt*!? ' a' a ('yes^) Ihey ha^^c 

come anrl fixed it . 
'You didnH come to the meeting yesterday'? * vvc didn'l 
Q come. (Ilodge 1963, 15) 
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Tlus ^'reverse'' use of affirmators is generally described as hard 
to learn and rather to be avoided in speech by native speakers of other 
languages. It also appears vulnerable to foreign influence. In SWAHIX.I, 



{Footnote 10 continued) 

ILONGOT: Is the teacher Philippine?^ quun , she is Philippine. 

T she isn't Philippine. 

'The dress isn't pretty, is it?^ c^iri, it is* 

quun^ it isn't* 

JAPANESE: 'Had that man much land? ' hai , he had much. 

iie > he didn't. 
'Haven't you a dog? ' iie, I have. 

hai, I have not. (Vaccari and 
{Vaccari 1962, 44) (cp. also Kuno 1970) 
KOREAN: 'Is there a boat in the picture? ' ney, there is. 

am, there isn't. 

'Isn't there a boat in the picture? ^ ani, there is, 

ney , the re isn't. 
(Martin and Lee 1969. 32) 
RUSSIAN; on n^e l am? n'e t, on tarn ''he not there? not, he the re 
4sn't he there? Yes," he is there. ' (Tesni&re 1959, 213} 
SANGO: (no exan'iple; Professor Samarin mentioned to me that this 
language aj:iswers negative questions as JAPANESE does.) 
SOMALI: Im 'it is correct ^ cooccurs with negative answers and 

maya Mt is incorrect' cooccurs with affirmative answers 
to negative questions. (Bell 1953, llOf) 
SWAHILI: 4s tax a "must"? ^ ndigo , tax is a '^must". 

s iyOi tax is not a "niust'\ 
4s tax not essential? ' siyo> it is essential. 

n digo^ it is not essential. 
(Gloss 1967, 113) 
SODDO: 'Will you come tomorrow? ' f, I will. 

I will not, 

'Will you not come tomorrow? ' \^Uii, 1 will. 

aw, 1 won't. (Leslao 19/2) 
THAI: Does this train go to Udorn? » krup^'('Ycs/ ) 

plow _l<-rup ('No. ') 
'Yesterday you didn't go to tlie Sport CIub» did you? ' 
BY ^£J^P ("went Kru£'^ 'YciS. ^) 

kritp ("No. (Campbell and wShawce vongse 1^?S7. P of) (cp. 
aT-ji) Chaiyarataua 1961, ll2f£) 
TONGAN: lo 'Yes. ' (used to answer greetings) 

*T3idnU you go? ^ ^io, [didn't' (Churchward U:>5?. 7^ht") 

In addltic^r,, YOKUi^A is said to have sf^ch dist r\butioi^ ul" alfirnalors 
( A y u i iv ; v gb u se , c . ) , 



there ave also ARABIC loan-affirniators (naarn and la) and these are 
used according to the ARABIC (i.e. ''normal'^) pattern (Perrott 196S, 
75; Stevick et al. 1963, 22). In AMHARIC, y^U^m may also be used 
according to the "normal" distribvUion and it is suspected by Leslau 
(1962) that this is due to ENGLISH influence. For JAPANESE {Martin 
1962, 364) and for KOREAN (Martin et aL 1969, 36) it is pointed out 
that if negative questions are meant as polite requests, then the "normal" 
distribution of affirmators is used. 

pr^s^ ^^ct^ of two d istributional systeiiis with me^^ibers different 
also in shape Although only the handful of languages listed above have 
been found where the only affirmators used in answers to negative ques- 
tions are ones that are different in shape from the other set (b/) or where 
the affirmators do not show agreement in affirmation value with their 
statements (c/), it seems that there are many languages where, in addi- 
tion to the j^<2S^-njD type set, there is also a second, formally quite dif- 
ferenti set that can also be used in answers to negative questions and 
which do not show agreement in affirmation value with their statements. 
t:,g. ENGLISH: ( that is) right ; e. g. Didn't you go? No, I didnH. 

(That^s ri ght), I didn ^t. 
HUNGARIAN: ugy van "so it- is"; e.g. ncm rnentcl ? ncm, nem men tern 

Ugy van, nem menteni 

'Oidn't you go? No, I didn't. ' 
TUlS is again tlie same thing as what we ha,ve seen in the case of negative 
t g q uos I The diftorence is, liowcver, that whereas tor negative tag 

3ti<ni;s we were aUe to sny that wl\ai the Cinswcrer agrees or disagrees 
with 16 tlie cjuestu^iie r 's guess or suggestion, this is not X\\c riglit conclu- 
bioii for negative q\ic st ioij s , since i^egative questions ir^iply thai the ques- 
tioner e.<pucts an atfinnalivu a^iswer. Since i\i riegative tag questiojis, 
both tlie quest loner's suggesied aiiswer and the fc^rm oi th<* question are 
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negative^ whereas for negative questions tVie expectation is affirmative 
and the form of the questior^ is negative, t,he generalization that would 
cover both cases would be that the answerer reacts to--i,e, agrees or 
disagrees with the form of the question (rather than the questioiier 's 
suggestion) • 

The two systems are distributed in the following way. For neutral 
i.e, (unmodified) affirm, ive and alternative questions, by definition, 
only the pronominal type exists. For prejudiced questions, some lan- 
guages have the rneta-system only (such as AMHARIC); others have tVie 
resumptive and the meta answer system (such as ENGLISH). No lan- 
guage has yet beer; found with the resumptive type only. The meta 
aiiswer system is thus perhaps a universal. 

The conflict between the two systems, in languages that have both, 
is most conspicuous in answering negative questions (and perhaps 
negative tag questions} affirmatively. (In answering prejudiced affirma- 
tive questions according to the rr.eta - sys tern does not lead to conflict 
of affirmation values; agreement pairs with the affirmative statement 
and disagreement v/ith the n,egative statement.) The manifestation of 
structures paraphrasable as Yes,^y ou are ri ght, I don't, is, as we have 
seen above> generally comphcated and irregular in various languages: 
some have no affirmator in these answers to accompany the statement, 
or as a sole answer, others have special shapes for affirmators in sv^ch 
contexts. Apparc^ntly, a structure petraphrasable as N^o, you are wron^ 
I do. is '^easier'', or less frequentj since expressions ot this structure 
turn out to be less irregular: no evidence has been foinid for the lack 
of aftirmalor or for special sha])es of the affirmator in this context, 

^ s 1 d e s tile c r i 1 e r i on o f h a t k i ud of c^u e s ^ i or. d o t h e y a n b we r , 
atfi I inator s n^.a.y differ in Verms of other criteria as v/cll, such as whe- 
ther they responrl to a vocative or to a real question (cp. JAMAICAN 
CRROi Bailey 1966, 59 or HAUSA, Robinson 1930, 79) or by formality 
ui style (ci). IRAQI AUAHIC, }\rv/in 1963, 3Z7ff) oi' by degree of crii{>hasis 
or agreement/disagreement as C. A. Ferguson has pointed out is the case 
fvjr SYRIAN ARAIHC (for forms, cp, Cowell 19'vl, 
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Since no proposal has been accepted in ty^is paper about the abstract 
structure of negative questions, the hypothesis about the relation o£ 
answers and question structures is i\ot testable. Rather, we will now 
lake the opposite course of argument. Let us assuxnie for a moment 
th£it it is trv>e that answers are in a men^ber -to-class relationship with 
their questions and let us see what the implications of this principle would 
be for the abstract structure of negative questions. It seems that there 
are two features of negative question structure that can be argued for 
from the point of view of their answers. First, as it was pointed out 
above, the structure of negative questions must include a negative state-- 
nient. Unless we want to assume that answer-formation takes place not 
on the '^deepest'^ level of structural representation, this implies that 
negative questions should "start out" with a structure that i2icludes a 
negative stritement. But then how do we account for the semantics of 
r.egative questions that is to say, that they express the speaker 's 
sxiggestiun that the affirmative case is true? This could be done if nega-- 
tive statements ail were interpreted as somehow implying the speaker's 
resentment of the lack of triUh of the affirmative version --a conclusion 
which lias some support in the sen^antics of negative statements in general. 
Bvit then how is the semai^tics of negative tag questions to be explained 
where tlie questioner's suggestio)i is negative? AH of these qviestions 
are left unanswered l:iere. 

The second point is that the structure of negative questions should 
include elements frf?>n whicli the rnctatype answers are derivable. Be- 
j>idcs meta answers to negative questions and negative tag questions, 
rliere are two more bits of evidence to show tlie existence of an IT IS 
f RUM type, c ot]) poncvA in tlic strt;ctvire of all questions. One is the 
existersce of rnctalac;8. The (;ther is paraphrase relationshiips for ail 
i inds of qncstiot^s, sncfi as fho following in ENGIJSH: 
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alternative questions: A re you going or are you not going? 

I s it true or is it not true that you are (not) going? 
You are going? 
affirmative questions: A re you going? 

Is it true that you are (not) going? 
negative questions: Aren 't you going? 

Isn't it true that you are going ? 

Are you going> or isn^t it true that you are going? 
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Sonic of the more important conclusions that we can draw from the 
above study are the following: 

1, Yes-no questions have a number of semantic and syntactic proper- 
lies which appear explainable by an underlying structure which includes 
a disjunction of an affirmative sentence and its negative counterpart. 
The rule mechanism, however, that appears to be needed to derive yes- 
no questions from such a base requires the presence of transformational 
rules which are unique in this theory, 

2. There is evidence to show that this underlying X OR NOT-X 
structure is subordinated to a sentence paraphrasable as I ASK YOU TO 
TEI.l. ME. There is also some support for an alternative theory of 
question marking whose distinctive characteristics arc that it is a dis- 
course-marking theory and it does not assume an underlying OR. In 
this case, there are reasons to suggest that declarative OR-s should 
have a conditional base which is thus different from that of interrogative 
OR-s. 

3» Standard answers of various kinds of yes-no questions can be 
shown to be in a member-to-class relationship with their questions 
with respect to their above -defined underlying structure. 

4, There is some evidence to show that the underlying structure 
of tag questions differs froii^ the underlying structure of neutral yes-no 
questions in that it contains an additional copy of the suggested answer. 
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